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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tar Lorn Cuancettor has ordered that, during vacations, the 
bankruptcy business shall be transacted by, or under the direction 
of, the Vacation Judge for the time being; and that, during any 
business is 
assigned, it shall be transacted by the judge for the time being in 
chambers in the Queen’s Bench Division. 





Tue Rute Commirrer of Judges were to meet on Friday 
(yesterday); it is stated to consider the subject of the recent 
circuit arrangements. 





Tae Carer Crerxs of Mr. Justice Pearson will, during the 


Long Vacation, transact the business in chambers of the Chancery 
Division, and the Vacation Judge will attend at 10.30 on Wednes- 
day in each week in Room No. 712 to dispose of any summonses 
which may be adjourned to the judge. 





We vunperstanp that on rising for the Vacation the Chancery 
judges will leave about 700 cases set down for hearing. There are 
about 1,200 cases in the Queen’s Bench Division, of which number 
260 have been set down during the absence of the judges on 
circuit. Appeal Court No. 1 will leave about 115 appeals unheard, 
the earliest of them having been set down in March last. Appeal 
Court No. 2 will leave about 225 appeals unheard, the earliest of 
them having been set down in August, 1883. 





We print elsewhere the usual vacation notice for the Chancery 
Division. Its terms resemble those of previous notices, with the 
exception that the judge will sit in court, after sitting in 
chambers to dispose of summonses adjourned to him, The court 
selected is, as we anticipated last week, Chancery Court No. 3, in 
which Mr. Justice Currry now sits. It will be observed that the 
court is to sit every Wednesday, commencing on the 20th of August. 
Mr. Justice Wits will commence his sittings in chambers on the 
14th inst., and will be relieved by Mr. Justice Carrry, probably 
about the 23rd of September. The sittings in chambers in 
Queen’s Bench Division will be held on Tuesdays and Thursdays 
in each week. 





Tae Supreme Cover or Jupicarvre Bill has been read a third 
time in the House of Commons, but not until several of the clauses 
had been struck out in Committee on the motion of the Attorney- 
General. We have not yet been able to ascertain the numbers of 
these clauses, but we apprehend that they will be ‘found to be 
clauses restricting appeals, the probability of the dropping of 
which we indicated three weeks ago. A mew clause is stated to 
have been added to the Bill, on the motion of Mr. Hasruves, 
enabling county court judges to be. placed on assize commissions. 
This is a very unexpected novelty, and although we do not doubt 
the competence of many county court judges for the duties of assize 
judge, we cannot help thinking that if the provision becomes law, 
and advantage is extensively taken of it, we shall hear of some 
remarkable criminal trials. 





Mas, Rotts may congratulate herself on her happy eseape from 
Holloway Gaol. are many instances wns 5 A, the books 
She poveinant of imprisonment being inflicted on persons 
guilty of special contempt of court. A di t has been com- 





mitted for using violence and abusive language to a person effect- 
ing service (Price v. Hutchinson, L. R.9 Eq. 534). A member of 
Parliament been committed to prison for writing a threatening 
letter to one of the masters (Lechmere Charlton’s ease, 2 My. & Cr. 
816). A solicitor was ordered to be struck off the rolls for writing 
an insulting letter to a master (Re Keene, unreported). A suitor 
was sent to prison for throwing an egg at a Vice-Chancellor in 
court. There is also a case (Re Martin, 2 Russ. & M. 674) in 
which an order was made to commit a person to prison for writing 
a letter to the Lord Chancellor, enclosing a bank note for £20. 
In this case the money was retained, and devoted to charity, 
and the delinquent had to pay the costs of the order directing him 
to appear. Among the older officials of the court, who remember 
the time when their remuneration arose from fees alone, many 
tales are told of extra copies at so much a folio being taken by way 
of procuring expedition. Since this source of bribery has been re- 
moved very few cases have occurred similar to that of Mrs. Roxts, 
who, in the most unconscious innocence, desired to procure expedi- 
tion by means of money paid to an official. 





Tue pxcision of the Court cf Appeal in the great case of 
Boswell v. Ooaks appears to have been somewhat misunderstood. 
The court did not lay it down that a Pere desirous of buying 
property which is being sold under the direction of the court must 
ay before the court all the information he possesses bearing upon 
the value of the property. What the court did lay down was that 
the intending purchaser must either abstain from laying any 
information before the court, or, if he professes to furnish informa- 
tion for the guidance of the court, he must furnish all the informa- 
tion he possesses. In other words, if an intending purchaser takes 
upon himself to provide the evidence on which the court acts in 
confirming a contract for sale, he must not withhold any informa- 
tion in his possession, and known by him to be material. If he 
does the purchase will be set aside. Even in this modified form, 
we confess, the doctrine appears to us to be a very remarkable one. 
Tt seems to lose sight of the fact that the intending purchaser is 
not a person in whom the court is entitled to place any confidence 
for adyice or information. To constitute him the adviser 
of the court is to place him in a position in which 
his duty and his interest are in direct conflict—a 
from which the court has always been particularly anxious to keep 
people. It seems also to ignore, to some extent, the fact that, unless 


the | the purchaser knows more (or thinks he knows more) than the 


vendor about the value to him of the property, few purchases would be 
made. But the most serious result of the decision appears to us to 
be the doubt which will henceforth exist with reference pd ar seg 
which has been purchased by private contract under the on of 
the court. Here is a purchase set aside twelve years 
order confi min ¢ fhe contract Of } : y 

eld under a similar title can fee: a b 
lished that, if a purchaser gives the court any information, he is 
bound to tell the court everything he knows material to the con- 
tract of purchase, on penalty of having his purchase set aside ? 
















Tne xrrect of the alteration in the wording of the “ reputed 
ownership” clause of the new Bankruptey Act appears to have 
been very fully discussed last week before Vice-Chancellor Bacox 
in the case of The Colonial Bank v. Whinney, which we noted 
shortly in our last issue (p. 708). There is a good deal in the 
judgment of the Vice-Chancellor, as reported, which we find it 
diffeult to understand, and upon which we shall not venture t 
comment until a fuller report of the facts is before us, But it is 
stated that the learned judge, after comparing the section in the 
new Act with the corresponding section of the late Act, 
‘‘why this difference was made in the language of the 
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tions he did not think any one could guess; the meaning, however, 
was precisely the same. ‘Being a trader’ and ‘in his trade or 
business’ were the same thing, and no conjuration could make 
any difference in this respect between the present and late Acts.” 
Now it appears to us that there is a clear difference between the 
words “being a trader,” in the late statute, and the words “in his 
trade or business,” in the new ene; and there was an excellent 
reason for making the alteration. It may be within the recollec- 


tion of our readers that the alteration was made in Grand Com-, 


mittee of the House of Commons at the instance of Mr. Conn, 
Q.C., and the necessity was the proposed abolition of the distine- 
tion between traders and non-traders which existed under previous 
statutes. ‘The effect of the alteration in the wording of the clause 
in this respect most, if not all, text-writers appear to be agreed in 
stating to be to limit the application of the provision to goods used in 
a trade or business, thus excluding articles not so used, such as 
household furniture, &c., which, previously, were subject to the 
operation of the clause in the case of a trader; and, on the other 
hand, to extend its application to every person carrying on a busi- 
ness, even though he might not come within the definition of a 
trader contained in the late statute—such as farmers, graziers, 
colliery proprietors, &c. In pointing out this distinction, how- 
ever, we are not expressing any opinion against the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s decision in this respect upon the facts of the case; we 
merely take exception to the unqualified language in which he 
states that no alteration has been made in the law by the alteration 
in the wording of the statute. 





Tue cask of Fry v. Tapson, in which Mr. Justice Kay, on 
Saturday last, ordered trustees to refund a sum of £5,000, which 
had been invested on inadequate mortgage security, deserves the 
attentive consideration of our readers. In the negotiation of the 
mortgage the trustees bad left the selection of the valuer to their 
solicitors. The property proposed to be mortgaged was situate at 
Liverpool, and the valuer selected was a London surveyor, who 
was, moreover, the borrower’s surveyor ; and the trustees advanced 
_ beyond one-half the value of the house property which was mort- 
geged. The defence set up for the trustees was that they had 
employed a firm of experienced solicitors, who had instructed the 
valuer, and that, on the principle of Speight v. Gaunt (31 W. R. 
401, 32 W. R. 435, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 727, 9 App. Cas. 1), they 
were thereby absolved from liability. But the principle of Speight v. 
Gaunt applies only to the employment by trustees of an agent accord- 
ing to the ordinary course of business, and the question, therefore, 
arose whether it is part of the ordinary business of a solicitor to 
choose a valuer for trustees intending to invest trust moneys on 
mortgage. Several eminent solicitors were called, who all agreed 
that this was not part of the solicitor’s business, and that if a solici- 
tor was asked to name a valuer, the ordinary course would be to 
submit a name or names to the trustees, tell them everything he 
knows about the valuer, and leave the choice to them. It appears 
to us that this is unquestionably the proper rule, and it is very 
desirable that it should be universally acted upon. Another point 
in the case was as to the employment of a London surveyor to 
value property in the country. Mr. Justice Kay laid it down thet 
trustees should always obtain the opinion of an experienced local 
surveyor. This is in accordance with the decision in Budge v. 
Gummow (20 W. R. 1022, L. R. 7 Ch. 719), where trustees were 
held chargeable with a sum advanced on mortgage of an hotel at 
Broadstairs, on the report of a London surveyor. In this case 
Mr. Kay, Q.C., who was counsel for the trustees, urged that 
the practice was for London surveyors to be employed; but Lord 
Justice James said that it had not been explained how the trustees 
came to employ a surveyor who was not acquainted with Broad- 
stairs. But perhaps the most important part of the judgment is 
that in which the learned judge re-asserts the rule that trustees 
should not advance more than half the value on house property. 
We recently (ante, p. 43) commented on the ‘two-thirds rule” 
applicable to an advance upon land, and pointed out that it owed 
its origin toa misapprehension of a remark made by Lord Correy- 
AM in wr he vem (1 My. & Cr. 13). In the case to which 
onr comments relatel (In re Godfrey, Godfrey v. Faulkner, 32 
W. R. 23), Vice-Chancellor Bacon eicalte dlecasdind the “‘ two- 
thirds rule.” He remarked :—“ It is said that the amount advanced 
ws more than two-thirds of the estimated value of the security ; 


and then, it is said, the ‘two-thirds’ rule has been departed from 
But the two-thirds rule has never been applied with mathematical 
exactness when the amount has been exceeded by such a proportion 
as £300 or £500 bears to the sum advanced in this case. The 
test has always been, Is this what a prudent man of the world 
would have done with his money?” The observations of Mr, 
Justice Kay in the recent case show that he is not quite prepared to 
agree with the Vice-Chancellor. 





We print in another column a letter from a correspondent who 
feels some perplexity on a matter of much practical importance 
connected with the working of the old Settled Land Act as modi. 
fied by the new one. Before the coming into operation of the 
former Act, there was in common use a well-known form of 
settlement, which consisted in conveying lands to trustees in trust 
to sell them, and hold the net proceeds of sale upon the trusts 
declared in a collateral deed. The trustees were fully em- 
powered to give receipts for the purchase-money, and a purchaser 
from them had no need to inquire into the nature of the trusts 
upon which the purchase-money was to beheld. But when section 
63 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, enacted that land given upon 
trust for sale should be settled land within the meaning of the 
Act whenever the purchase-money, or the income thereof, was to 
be held upon trust for any person for life or any limited period, a 
purchaser could no longer neglect to inquire into these trusts. 
The same section placed the person who is entitled to the income 
of the land until sale in the position of tenant for life, and it 
seemed to follow, from section 56, sub-section (2), that the trustees 
for sale could not execute the trust without the concurrence of 
this factitious tenant for life. Though Mr. Justice Pearson dis- 
tinctly expressed his opinion in Zaylor v. Poncia (32 W. R. 335, 
L. R. 25 Ch: D. 646) that this view was not correct, so much 
doubt was still felt upon the question that the new Act has 
devoted a great part of its bulk to dealing with it, and our corres- 
pondent is in some perplexity az to the result. 
remarks upon it the more readily since, in our recent article upon 


it. As we then observed, section 6, sub-section (1), removes all 
difficulty from the execution of the trust for sale so far as the con- 
sent of the factitious tenant for life is concerned. But our corres- 
pondent’s point is concerned with section 7, which deals with the 
powers conferred by the Act. This section provides in effect as 
follows :—(1) The statutory powers may not be exercised without 
the leave of the court; (2) the court is, in the order, to name the 
person by whom they may be exercised; (3) the order may be 
registered as a lis pendens, and uutil registration it is not to affect 
persons dealing with the trustees. Our correspondent suggests 
that this will perpetuate the necessity for investigation of the 
trusts of the purchase-money, in order to see whether there is any 
person who might have applied for and obtained such an order. Sub- 
section (vi.) provides that “‘Any person dealing with the trustees 
from time totime . . . is not to be affected by an order under 
this section unless, and until, the order is duly registered ; 
asa lis pendens.” We do not profess to know exac‘ly what is 
meant by dealing with a person “from time to time;” but we 
apprehend the general effect of the above-cited enactment to be, 
that any dealing entered into (or whatever the proper phrase may 
be) with the trustees, will be subject to any other dealing pre- 
viously entered into by anybody else with the person named in the 
order, provided that the order is registered as a lis pendens at the 
time of the first-mentioned dealing. Unless, therefore, the trusts 
of the purchase-money are disclosed, and these show that no person 
exists who could have obtained an order under section 7, it will be 
necessary to search the register. 





om 
a 





On an application last week for leave to set down before the Vacation 
Judge a winding-up petition, which had been marked for Mr. Justice 
Pearson, that learned judge remarked that ‘‘it was a popular error to 
sup that matters to be heard before the Vacation Fuge must be 
marked with the name of that judge. The Vacation Judge could hear 
any matters, whether marked with his own name or that of any other 
udge. With regard to the application, there was a rule that only urgent 
business should be set down for hearing before the Vacation Judge, and, 
in his opinion, the winding up of a company was not urgent business 
to be heard in vacation except under very special circumstances, 





necessary 
such, for instance, as the putting up the shutters of a bank.” 


Aug. 9, 1884. _ : 
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the Act, we briefly referred to the matter without dwelling upon 
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THE EFFECT OF INDORSEMENT OF A 
BILL OF LADING. . 


We made some observations on the case of Burdick v. Sewell 
(L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 363) in the court below. The case went to 
appeal, and the decision of the Court of Appeal, in which, unfor- 
tunately, there was a difference of opinion, is reported (L. R. 13 
Q. B. D. 159). The point in question was, as our readers may 
perhaps remember, whether the indorsee of a bill of lading by 
way of security for an advance became liable upon the bill of 
lading for freight. The questions involved are of considerable 
difficulty and importance, and may, we should think, very probably 


another. Mr. Justice Field, in the court below, gave judgment 
for the defendants, the indorsees of the bill of lading who were 
sued for freight. That decision has been reversed by the majority 
of the Court of Appeal, consisting of Brett, M.R., and Baggallay, 
LJ.; Bowen, L.J., dissenting. 

The question turns on the language of the Bills of Lading Act 
(18 & 19 Vict. c. 11). By that enactment the indorsee of a bill of 
lading ‘‘to whom the property in the goods shall pass upon or by 
reason of the indorsement” has the same rights, and is subject to 
the same liabilities, as if the contracts contained in the bill of 
lading had been made with himself. The two views may be put 
very shortly. The view of the majority of the Court of Appeal is 
that, by necessary operation of the law merchant, the indorsement 
of a bill of lading does always pass the entire legal property in 
the goods to the indorsee, and, therefore, brings him within the 
terms of the statute (except where it is to a servant or agent 
merely in a representative capacity, in which case it seems to be 
admitted by the Master of the Rolls that the property would not 
pass). The other view is, that it is a question depending on the 
intention, as appearing from surrounding circumstances, whether 
the entire legal property passes by the indorsement of the bill of 
lading, or a mere pledge or security is created which would not 
pass the property within the meaning of the Act. 

The course the case took, and the judgments given, are full of 
interest, as illustrating the process by which mercantile law grows 
up, or is created, and the difficulties attendant on such process. 
The law merchant is gradually evolved out of the practice of 
mercantile men, and, though such a formation of law may, perhaps, 
be justified by legal philosophy, there must necessarily be alwaysa 
debateable land of doubt and conflict upon its advancing boundaries. 
In theory the usage which receives the force of law must be 
generally understood and acknowledged; in practice, it is often 
matter of great dispute and doubt what the usage exactly is which 
claims to be set up as law. Abstract reasoning and the ordinary 
principles of the law of contract seem not infrequently, to our 
mind, rather on the side of those who contend against some alleged 
practice of merchants than on the side of those who assert it to be 
the law. We know that the popular legal theory is the other way ; 
but a misgiving sometimes occurs to us whether the courts have 
not given way too much to the practice of merchants, and whether, 
if the law had not adapted itself so much to the practice of 
merchants, merchants would not have adapted their practices more 
to the law, with much better results to our system of jurisprudence. 
The working of the doctrine of trade usage, as applied to qualify 
the actual terms of a written contract between the parties, often 
affords abundant illustration of the difficulties we refer to. 

The view of the majority of the Court of Appeal in the case we 
are discussing seems to come almost to this—that the indorsement 
of a bill of lading has a technical effect analogous to the indorse- 
ment of a bill of exchange; that, just as the indorsement of a bill 
of exchange per se passes the legal property in the sum payable, so 
the indorsement of the bill of lading necessarily passes the legal 
property in the goods therein referred to. It may be that there is, 
as asserted by the Master of the Rolls, a balance of mercantile con- 
venience in favour of this view. Admitting, for the sake of argu- 
ment, that it is so, we must say that we find great difficulty, after 
reading the judgment of Bowen, L.J., in seeing how, according to 
legal principles and logic, it can be that the indorsement of the bill 
of lading should, per se and of absolute necessity, import a transfer 
of the property in the goods, independently of the intention with 
which it is executed. 


marized, principally from his own words, is as follows. There is 
no essential di between goods afloat and goods on shore as 
to the power of disposition of them, but of course there can be no 
actual delivery of them. The freedom of disposition which owners 
of property possess when their property is on shore belongs to 
them equally when it is afloat. ey can, if they please, sell the 
bill of lading, or transfer it on terms which amount either to a 
mortgage or a pledge. For a bill of lading is a symbol of the 
goods themselves. The delivery and indorsement of the bill of 
lading cannot be put any higher, so far as the passing of the 
property is concerned, than as equivalent to a symbolical delivery 
of the goods. Upon principle and reason, therefore, it is the 
agreement between the parties that must be looked to in order to 
discover the effect of a delivery of the indorsed bill of lading, just 
as it is the agreement that must be looked to in order to determine 
the legal consequences that follow on the corporeal delivery of the 
goods. It seems to us very difficult to answer this reasoning. 
The only way of answering it ‘involves the assertion that the law 
merchant has given to the indorsement of the bill of lading a posi- 
tive technical operation just like that of the conveyance by deed of 
an estate which cannot at law be affected by any concurrent 
agreement of the parties. But is this so, and, if so, why? The 
view of the majority in the Court of Appeal must, as it appears to 
us, go the length of asserting that the property passes by the 
indorsement notwithstanding a positive agreement to the contrary. 
The onus of establishing this seems clearly to be on those who 
assert it, and it can, as it appears to us, only be sustained by 
showing that such a universal mercantile practice obtains giving 
to an indorsement of the bill of lading the effect of an assignment 
of the property in the goods, as that proof of any other intention is 
really contradicting the terms of a written instrument. But is 
there such an universal mercantile practice on this subject? Is | 
the indorsement of the bill of lading per se anything more thanan . 
equivalent to delivery of possession, being a direction to deliver to 
the indorsee? It seems to us that the exception which the Master 
of the Rolls was bound to admit is a serious difficulty in the way 
of his conclusion—viz., the exception in the case of indorsement to 
a mere servant or agent. Why does such indorsement not pass 
the property, unless it is by reason of the intention being that it 
should not? Is not this exception fatal to the notion of an abso- 
lute rigid technical operation of an indorsement by way of passing 
the property ? 

The learned Master of the Rolls based his conclusion to a great 
extent upon the celebrated decision in Lickbarrow v. Mason (1 
Sm. L. C., 7th ed., p. 756), and the finding of the jury in that case; 
but the question there was really wholly different, being whose 
title was to prevail as between the vendor, who wished to stop én 
transitu, and the indorsee for value of the bill of lading, in which 
case wholly different considerations are applicable. The point at 
issue there was really as follows. The right of stoppage in 
transitu, though, of course. a legal right, is in substance rather in 
the nature of an equity. The substantial question in Lickbarrow 
v. Mason was whether that equitable right existed as against a 
bond fide indorsee for value of the bill of lading, as well as against 
the consignee, and on that footing the case was treated in the judg- 
ments. The position of an innocent transferee for value has always 
been accounted in equity a strong one, and it was held that it was 
stronger than that of the unpaid vendor. It seems to us that it 
may well be that the bond fide indorsee for value of the bill of 
lading has a superior position to that of the party claiming to stop 
in transitu, even though the absolute legal property in the goods 
has not passed to him upon indorsement of the bill of lading. 
The Master of the Rolls seems, if we mistake not, to assume that 
the essential element in the case of Lickbarrow v. Mason was that 
the complete legal pro in the goods by the indorse- 
ment, and that the principle of the decision is confined to cases 
where it has so passed; but we must confess we do not see 
that this is necessarily so. The actual question that was raised in 
Lickbarrow v. Mason was not, as it appears to us, so much whether 
the indorsement of the bill of lading passed the pro in the 
goods, as whether, such property having passed by the indorse- 
ment, the right of the vendor to stop in transitu was defeated. It 


was not much disputed that such an indorsement might pass the 
whole property as between the consignee and his indorsee. The 
urgument was that, though the property did so pass, it 





The reasoning of the learned Lord Justice Bowen briefly sum- 


subject to the right to stop in transitu: In reality; the 
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circumstances of that case, no such question arose as is decided by 
Burdick v. Sewell. It may be observed that the leatned author of 


Smith s Leading Cases does not seem to have thought that the case 
of Lickbarrow v. Mason depended on the question what particular 
interest indorsement of the bill of lading gave. In the note the 
author states the proposition decided as being that “ the right to 
stop in transitu may be defeated by negotiating the bill of lading 
with-a bond fide indorsee.” This way of putting it seems to be 
wide enough to cover an indorsement of the bill of lading con- 
ferring an interest short of the entire property in the goods. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


REFRESHERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


a Aa of the correspondence between Mr. Clarke and 
Messrs. & Co., which appeared in your issue of the 2nd inst., 
the course adopted by the Solicitor-General in a case in which I acted 
for the defendant may be worth mentioning. It was a patent case, 
and lasted three days; the fee with the brief was seventy-five 
re not an excessive one having regard to the length of the 

ents and the importance of the issues involved; no agreement 
was made as to refreshers. The Solicitor-General was in court 
garing the whole of the first day, on the second he was absent, on the 
third he was in court again until the defendant’s case was completed. 
The refreshers charged were ten guineas only for the second day, and 
twenty-five guineas for the third, and I was informed that the 
Solicitor-General always charged a formal refresher of ten guineas 
only when he was unable to be in court. I need scarcely say I paid 
the fees with a very lively sense of the honourable manner in w ich 
they had been adjusted, and I think if all leading counsel showed the 
fame disposition to deal as fairly with their clients, we should have 
less grambling on both sides. 

The Bar Committee were going to do wonders. Let them begin by 
impressing on those whom they represent that it is improper to 
demand payment for services which have never been rendered. The 
present system, under which counsel expect to be paid a certain pro- 
— of fees without any regard to the work done, is utterly inde- 

ensible, and the sooner the matter is adjusted on 4 fair and equitable 
basis, the better. J. v. M. 





THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—As the need of the Spares of a ninth taxing master in 
the Chancery Division is fully felt by the profession, I wish to point 
out that there is every accommodation that could be desired for an 
liti master and two clerks in the same lobby as that in 
which the present masters transact their business. The entrance to 
rooms to which I refer is by room No, 248; and I hope the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society will have those rooms 
i and get them secured for the purpose to which I refer. 
master, with energy, could earn in fees every year between 
£4,000 and £5,000. ‘The salary of the master would be £1,500; his 
ap clerk never more than £600; his second clerk £350; total, 
£2,450 ; profit per annum, £2,550! This is no fancy of the imagina- 
tion, a dry, unanswerable fact. 
£5,000 annum in fees would represent 2} per cent. on the 
amount of costs allowed ; it follows that, if there is work enough for 
another master, as there undoubtedly is, about £200,000 worth of 
costs remain untaxed every year that might and ought to be taxed; 
anid because they are not taxed thé suitors are delayed in obtainin 
their money; the solicitors, in those cases, their costs; and the 
, the profit on taxation, of about £2,550 per annum. 
It is to be hoped that the Council of the Law iety will seriously 
this question, with a view of =e, appointment so 
. AMES RAWLI A 
Upper Holloway, N.., August 5. oe 
P.8.—I enclose some figures I have taken from the Judicial 
Statistics, which, if you will kind! tint, will show the 
by the masters in 1881 and 1882, isi gpd a 
The following are the figures referred to :— 


& aside the 


a 
» Davidon .. . 3,66013 0 4,278 3 0 
» Waihewright: . 3,360 3 6 3,275.19 6 





£36,574 4 6 £33,992 4 6. 





THE SETTLED LAND ACT, 1882, s. 63. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 


Sir,—Before the Settled Land Act, 1882, the trusts of the purchase- 
money were not investigated on sales by trustees under trusts or 
powers for sale. Since the Act, it has been necessary to do so to 
ascertain whetber there was any person whose consent was, under 
the Act, requisite to the sale. 

The Act of 1884 removes the difficulties as to consent, but ina 
way which perpetuates the necessity for investigation of the trusts 
of the purchase-money to see if there is a mn who might obtain 
an order under section 7; and, if there is, then it becomes necessary 
also to search the register for any such order. At least, so I read the 
Acts, and, as it is a matter of everyday occurrence, you will confer a 
favour on conveyancing solicitors by saying if this correctly describes 
their duties on purchases from trustees for sale. E. 

[See observations under head of ‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S.J.] 








NEW PRACTICE CASES. 


R. S. C., 1883, orp. 25, rn. 4—Procegpines in urev of Dewtvureen— 
AcTION DISMIssED 48 FrivoLovs anpD Vexatiovs.—In a case of J. v. 
J., before Pearson, J., on the Ist inst., a question arose as to dis- 
missing an action on the ground that it was frivolous and vexatious, 
Rule 4 of order 25 provides that ‘‘the court or a judge may order any 
pleading to be struck out, on the ground tkat it discloses no reasonable 
ground of action or answer, and, in ST sock, case, or in case of the action 
or defence being shown by the pleadings to be frivolous or vexatious, 
the court or a ju may order the action to be stayed or dismissed, or 
judgment to be entered accordingly, as may be just.” In the present 
case the action was brought by a husband against his wife and the 
trustees of the settlement executed in contemplation of the marriage. 
The plaintiff by his statement of claim alle that, previously to the 
execution of the settlement, the wife, who was then a widow, stated to him 
that her first husband had been divorced from her and at her suit by reason 
of his adultery and cruelty, and that she had not cohabited with her second 
husband W. before her marriage with him. The plaintiff alleged that 
these statements were made by the wife to induce him to celebrate his 
intended marriage with her and to execute the settlement, and that he, 
relying on the truth of those representations, and in consideration of the 
then intended marriage, executed the settlement. The settlement com- 
potas real and personal estate of ‘the — (which was settled upon 

sts for the benefit of the wife, the husband, the children of the marriage, 
and a child of the wife by a former e), and furniture of the wife 
(which was settled on trust for the wife for life, remainder to the husband 
for life, remainder to the child of the former marriage). There had been 
no issue of the plaintiff's marriage: The plaintiff alleged that he had 
recently discovered that the representations made to him by his wife before 
the marri were entirely f to her knowledge, and that she had, in 
fact, been divorced from her first husband at his suit and by reason of her 
adultery with W. (afterwards her second husband), The plaintiff claimed 
a declaration that the settlement was obtained by the fraud of the wife, 
and that it might be set aside and cancelled and delivered up. He stated 
that he made no claim to the furniture brought into settlement by the 
wife. The wife moved that the statement of claim might be struck out, 
on the ground that it disclosed no reasonable cause o action, and that, 
therefore, wf | reason of the action being shown on the statement of 
claim to be frivolous or vexatious, the action might be dismissed with 
costs. Pzanson, J., made the order asked for. e said that the con- 
sideration for the settlement was plainly the murriage, and that remained, 
and the all he ee pe ae would be no more a ground for setting 

lement than would the unchastity of the wife after marriage. 
is is of some importance, inasmuch as in the 3rd edition of 
. Davidson’s Conveyancing (vol. 3, 1, p. 669) it is said, “A 
marriage settlement, any other con may be set aside on the 
ground of fraud as between the parties to it; but non-disclosure of ante- 
nuptial incontinence on the part of the wife is not such a fraud upon the 
husband as to entitle him to set aside the settlement,’’ for which reference 
is made to Evans v. Carrington (2 D. F. & J - 481).]—Counser, Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., and Stallard ; Higgins, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady ; B. Jones, Sortct- 
Tors, Bartley ¢ James ; Parker, Garrett, § Parker ; Nicol, Son, § Jones, 





R. 8. C., 1883, onp, 58, x. 15—Time tamrrep von Aprgat—-ApprAL From 
Orpgr Mave 1v Cxamngns.—In the case of In re Woodbridge, before Chitty, 
J., on the 6th inst.,a motion was made to discharge an order made in 
chambers on the 20th of May, and drawn up and entered on the 20th of 
June, notice uf the present motion being served on the 24th of June. 


The order was not a refusal order, and objection was taken that the time 


Ourrry, J., said, 





; 1881, 1882, 

Master Skirrow . £6,794 18 0 5,504 10 0 
os Buckley . p ; 5,303 19 6 5,617 10 9 
oe enna ; s ye + 11 0 4,260 6 0 
a Vea 4,246 20 3,566 3 6 
» Shsdwei © | 409011 6 3/584 1 6 
5 Dew . 4004 609 390511 0 





for from an order in chambers had ex: 
altheege Hee , 


was no express provision in R. 8. C., 1883, limiting the 
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time in which an spotted to discharge an order made in chambers 
might be made, yet the times within which R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 58, r. 15, 
limited appeals to the Appeal Court from orders made in chambers, 
should, by analogy, be adopted. The rule laid down in Heatley v. Newton 
(30 W. R. 72, L. R. 19 Ch. D. 326), that an application was to be made 
within twenty-one days from the drawing up of the order, must be taken 
as modified, and, by analogy to ord. 58, r..15, the time. of twenty-one 
days must be calculated from the date when the order was pronounced or 
when the appellant first had notice thereof. The present motion must 
therefore be dismissed.—Counsrt, Ribton ; Leman. Soxtcrrors, Woodbridge 
§ Son ; Scott § Barham. 








BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


(Before Wix1s, J.) 
July 25, 31.—/n re Rodway, Ex parte Phillips. 

Taxation of solicitor’s bill in county court—Section 73 of the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1883—Review of taxation under rule 104—Validity of 
rule—Proceedings under—Powers where receiving order rescinded, 
and no trustee. 


This case raised an important question of procedure under ruls 104 of 
the Bankruptcy Rules, and also as to the validity of the rule. 

The petition was filed in the county court of Devonshire, holden at 
East Stonehouse. The creditors had duly resolved on a scheme for com- 
position, which was approved by the court, and an order made rescinding 
the receiving order. The scheme for composition provided that the 
debtor should pay the costs, charges, and expenses of the proceedings. 
The solicitor’s bill was taxed by the registrar of the county court, and 
his allocatur sealed for the sum allowed on taxation. Subsequently, the 
solicitor received a letter from the official receiver in bankruptcy 
at Plynouth, stating that an appointment had been taken for a review by 
a bankruptcy taxing master of his costs. The Board of Trade were pro- 
ceeding under rule 104, which provides (1) that the Board of Trade may 
require the taxation of the bills of costs, &c., of any solicitor, &c., where 
the taxation has been made by the registrar of a county court, to be 
reviewed by a bankruptcy taxing master of the High Court, and may 
appear on the review of such taxation, and where any such review is 
directed, the registrar of the county court shall forward to such master 
of the High Court the bill which is required to be reviewed, and such 
master shall review such taxation. If upon the review the bill is allowed 
at a lower sum than that allowed by the registrar of the county court, 
the amount disallowed shall be repaid to the trustee. 

E, Cooper Willis, Q.C. (with him F. Cooper Willis), on behalf 
of the solicitor, moved for an order staying all proceedings under this 
notice to review the taxation, contending, in the t place, that rule 104 
is ultra vires. Section 127 empowers rules to be made, but such rules must 
be in accordance with the Act, not con to it: per Jessel, M.R., in 
Ex parte Willey, In re Wright (L. R, 23 Ch. D. 118, at p. 120). Now, 
section 73 is the section re'’ating to taxation of costs. Sub-section 3 pro- 
vides that bills, &c., of solicitors shall be taxed by the prescribed officer, 
the prescribed officer is the registrar of the county court, and the Board of 
Trade can have no power to obtain a review of such taxation. The rule 
in effect creates an appellate jurisdiction from the county court registrar. 
Assuming the rule to be intra vires, the Board have not proceeded re- 
gularly ; there must be a resolution of the Board properly evidenced ; that 
is not the case here. And the rule further provides that the Board may 
require the review, not command it; they must apply to the court—i.e., the 
county court. The review must take place under an order of the court, 
when, if the court decides wrongly, there is an appeal. They have not 
taken the necessary steps here. Lastly, under no circumstances can the 
Board make such an order for review except for the benefit of the estate. 
The very idea of costs is that they are to be paid out of the estate ; but if 
there is no estate there can be no taxation. The receiving order has been 
rescinded, and there is no trustee under the scheme. The rule provides 
that the amount disallowed shall be repaid to the trustee. Clearly that 
could not be done here. 

July 31.—Chalmers, for the Board of Trade, stated that, though he was 
prepared to contest the other points raised, yet, having considered the 
point that where there is no trustee the Board had no right to put in 
motion their powers under rule 104, he had come tothe conclusion that he 
could not resist the order asked for. 

Wits, J.—Without expressing any opinion on the other points, I grant 
the order in accordance with the terms of the motion, with costs. 

Solicitors, Purkis § Co. ; The Official Solicitor. 





On the 3ist ult., in the House of Commons, Mr. Waugh asked the 
President of the Board of Trade whether, as compared with the charge of 
£34,677 for bankruptcy last year, the following represents the total charge 
this year, viz. :—Inspector-General, &c., £78,377; transferred to Supreme 
Court, &c,, £15,360; total, £93,737. Mr. Chamberlain said the charge of 
£34,677 in the estimate for 1883-4 was the charge of bankruptcy in the 
Supreme Court only. In addition, the sum of £40,000 was charged for 
registrars in bankruptcy in county courts, making a total of £74,677. 
The charge for bankruptcy in the estimates for 1884-5 consists not only 
of the sum of £78,000 on the Board of Trade vote, but also of the sum of 
£14,000 for registrars, &c., in the 8 me Court, £36,000 for registrars 
in county courts, and minor charges for rents, furniture, &c., amoun 
to about £5,000. This gives a total of £133,000. The additional income 
is estimated by the Board of Trade at £76,300. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


_—_— 

PAaRTNERSHIP—SHARING Prorirs AND Lossgs.—In a case of Walker .v. 
Sowh, Leger the Court f* on the 31st ult., the ee a 
whether by an agreement, w 
firm co F be paid a fixed salary, 
share of the net profits of the business and bear the same share of the 
losses thereof, a partnership was constituted between him and the 
partners. The action was brought by the servant for the appointment of a 
receiver on the footing of kis bein °F aig The agreement was in the 
following terms:—‘‘ For the pos | en by the undersigned, H. F. 
Walker, in the business of tea and general merchants, now carried on 
at 118, Fenchurch-street, Messrs. Hirsch, Fulde, & Co. to pay him a 
fixed salary of £180 annum. In addition, H. F. W: is to receive 
one-eighth share of the net profits of the said business, and to bear one- 
eighth share of the losses thereof as shown by the books when balanced. 

alker agrees to leave with the business £1,500, which is not to be with- 
drawn by him during the continuance of this agreement, and in the mean- 
time interest thereon at five cent per annum is to be to him. 
This agreement is to continue in force until the’ of four months’ 
notice in writing on either side, and at the expiration of such notice, 
the said sum of £1,500, with any arrear of interest thereon, of salary, 
and profits, apportioned to that date, shall be oe to Walker, but 
Hirsch & Co. shall be at liberty to pay £1,500 to Walker on giving one 
month’s notice in writing. Walker — that he will during the 
continuance of this agreement, if d by Hirsch & Co., leave in 
the business one quarter of his said share of profits, the money 
as left to be added to the £1,500, to bear interest and to be 
repayable in the same manner.”’ is agree ed ‘‘ Hirsch, 
Fulde, & Co.; H. F. Walker.”” Pearson, J., held that by this agreement 
a partnership was not constituted between Walker and the members of 
the firm of Hirsch & Co., and declined to t a receiver. This 
decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Baccatuay, Corron, and 
Lrotey, L.JJ.). Baceatay, L.J., said that the question was what interest 
was conferred on Walker by the agreement. It must be observed that 
it was not signed, as an ordinary ment between three ies would 
be, by each of them separately, but by the existing firm, of the one part, 
and by the plaintiff, as an-individual, uf the other Tt was an agree- 
ment by a servant to give his services at a fixed » With, in addition, 
ashare in the profits of the business of the firm, and a similar liability for 
losses. His lordship could well understand that an agreement to share 
profits and losses would, in most cases, be primd facie evidence of a part- 
nership. The question must gs ae d on the terms of the agreement, 
and it must be observed that 8 of profits was said to be in 
addition to the salary. Had a partnership been intended, one would haye 
expected the agreement to contain some ion as to the assets and 
goodwill of the business, of which the plaintiff, if he was a partner, 
could at any time secure a share by putting an end to the 4 
The loan of £1,500 was an i ereennemens i. 0.come f this ki 
and the terms on which the £1,500 was to be withdrawn were inconsistent 
with the existence of a general partnership. His lordship was of 
that, though the agreement created a species of — venture between 
the parties, no general partnership was in Corton, L.J., said 
that the question was not as to the plaintiff’s liability to third parties, 
but whether, as between the ies to the agreement, there was a part- 
nership. This depended on the terms of the t, and, 
those terms, his lordship was of opinion that a partnership was not in 


i 


; 


The case of Pooley v. Driver (L. R. 5 Ch. D. 458) did not . for the 
question there was as to toa third party. In Pawsey v. 
Armstrong (L. R. 18 Ch. D. 698), Kay, J., to have laid it 
down that an ent to share profit and was conclusive as 
to the existence of the relation of p, and that it was no more 

to deny the partnership than 


saa for either of the parties 
or a man and woman who had gone through th 
before a registrar to say they were not man and wife, because, at the 

time, one of them had said to the other that they were be | so. But the 


on 
enactment, whereas the relation of partners did ouigltec 4 J., appeared 
to have overlooked this fact, and his lordship was to w the 
p= | of that case. Lixpury, L.J., concurred.—Covunsen, Higgins, 
Q.C., and Jason Smith ; Cookson, Q.C., and Northmore Lawrence. Soircrrors, 
Loxley § Morley ; W. A, Crump $ Son. 


| 
i 





SALE unpER Dmecrron or Cournr—Dvury or PuRcHaseR TO DISCLOSE 
Marerrat Facts wirratn nis Know.epes—Action To set astpe Sate— 
gga a case hedpigeay 1 Coaks, before the cons purses 94 a 
ult., a question arose as to the obligation imposed on a a 
under the direction of the court to disclose all facts 
knowledge as to the value of the . The 
creditors of a testator to set a 
the direction of the co in on Sten to. oon 
testator, of an interest for the life of a brother of thé — 
part of the testator’s assets, ‘The life interest amounted to £13, per 
annum in the then state of investment of 
income arose, though it was liable to be reduced to about £9,000 per 
annum in case the trust funds should be 


ties. In July, 1872, Lord Romilly, M.R., a, contract for }1> 
srivine ‘ot the life interest, for the ee 
an Pare, were on ka 
other defendants. he Bik nn ra health, 
and hisl ife was not insurable except at a rate of premium much higher 
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than that which would have been charged on an ordinary life of the same 
age. The purchasers laid before the Master of the Rolls certain medical 
evidence which they had obtained as to the value of the brother’s life, but 
they did not disclose some other medical opinions which they had 
obtained, and which tended to show that the expectation of the duration 
of the brother’s life was better than appeared from the evidence which 
was disclosed. On the ground that it was the duty of the purchasers to 
disclose to the court all the material information which they possessed as 
to the value of the life, the Court of Appeal (Baccattay, Cotron, and 
Lrpuey, L.JJ.) set aside the sale, reversing the decision of Fry, J. (27 
Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnat, 333, L. R. 23 Ch. D. 302), who had proceeded upon 
an entirely different ground, with which the Court of Appeal did not deal. 
Baceattay, L.J. (who delivered the judgment of the court), said: —“* We 
cannot adopt the view urged on behalf of the defendants that the pur- 
chase made by them was like any other purchase, and that the maxims 
caveat emptor and caveat vendor were as applicable to this as to any ordinary 
transaction of buying and selling. That view entirely leaves out of 
sight the duties of persons dealing with a court of justice. A person 
desirous of buying property which is being sold under the direction of 
the court must either abstain from laying any information before the 
court in order to obtain its approval, or he must lay before it all the in- 
formation he possesses, and which it is material that the court should have 
to enable it to form a judgment on the subject under its consideration. 
But what was the course pursued by Bunyon and Coaks? They were the 
chief movers in the transaction, but the other members of the combination 
who availed themselves of their assistance must be equally affected by 
their conduct. They knew that the life estate was being sold under the 
direction of the court, and that the contract for sale would have to be 
approved by Lord Romilly, M.R.; but, more than that, they had pro- 
to furnish the materials to enable Lord Romilly to form his opinion. 
ey knew that the materials which they did furnish were incomplete and 
calculated to mislead ; and they had further materials which, if disclosed, 
would have given a different complexion to the case, and could hardly 
have failed to lead the Master of the Rolls to decline their offer. Now, 
if a party to an agreement obtains the sanction of the court by with- 
holding information which is material, and is known to him to be so, 
such withholding amounts to fraud, and the agreement ought not to 
stand ; and it is no answer to say that the information given to the court 
was true as far as ii went, and that, if the court desired further informa- 
tion or further materials, it should have asked for them. The court is 
neither buyer nor seller; and it is the duty of everyone laying materials 
before it for the purpose of obtaining its approval of any transaction to take 
care that the materials furnished to guide the court shall not be in- 
complete or misleading. A purchase which has received the sanction of 
the court will not be set aside upon slight grounds, but if the approval of 
the court has been obtained by misrepresentation or by the withholding 
of material information, through the absence of which the information 
furnished is misleading, the court will treat such misrepresentation or 
oye | as fraud, and will act accordingly. The observations of 
Turner, L.J., in Brooke v. Lord Mostyn (2 D. J. & 8. 373) are as applicable 
to cases similar to the present as to that with which he was dealing. 
Again, it has been urged that the purchasers gave to the Master of the 
Rolls all the information which the contract required. But this contract 
was one which could not be made without the sanction of the court, and 
the first question is, How was that sanction obtained? The defendants 
were trying to induce the Master of the Rolls to approve and sanction the 
contract, and in so doing impliedly represented that a case which they 
laid before him showed the terms on which it might be expected that 
insurances could be effected. Independently of any such implied repre- 
sentations, it was the duty of those who came for the sanction of the 
court, to state fairly the evidence in their possession as to the facts. In 
cur opinion, Bunyon deceived the court by laying the case before it when 
he knew and had in his possession evidence proving that insurances could 
be effected on much easier terms, and the other purchasing defendants are 
affected by his knowledge. It has been contended on behalf of the pur- 
chasers that, having regard to the time which has elapsed smce the pur- 
chase, which 1t is now sought to set aside, was completed, the court should 
not interfére. The answer is that, when the court is asked to set aside a 
transaction on the ground of fraud on the part of those against whom 
relief is sought, and especially when the fraud has been practised upon 
the court itself, the mere lapse of time is no bar to the relief prayed. 
It may happen that there has been such an amount of laches on the 
= those seeking relief that the court may be of opinion that more 
justice would be, upon the whole, done by granting than by refusing 
relief, but we can find no trace of any such laches in the present case. 
The — represent a large body of creditors, and it is more difficult 
to hold that a class has, by delay, forfeited its rights than that an indi- 
vidual has done so. Moreover, there are circumstances to excuse the 
delay. But the grounds on witich we principally rely for setting aside 
the contract are the concealment from the Master of the Rolls of material 
evidence within the knowledge of the purchasers—that is, a misrepresen- 
tion to the judge who sanctioned the contract—and it would be very 
difficult for any person not a party to the action to ascertain w r any 
such concealment or misrepresentation had taken place. Thére may be 
cases in which, though delay may be fairly attributable to want of know- 
ledge on the part of the plaintiffs of facts which have been ascertained by 
means of the action, yet, in consequence of the prejudice to the defend- 
ante arising from the delay, the court may refuse relief which, if sought 
promptly, would have been ted. In the present case, though it is 
not one in which relief should be refused, the court may—and, in our 
bor Bra to—prevent the defendants suffering any loss from the 
has elapsed since the contract; and for this purpose the 


Gctendants ought, in taking the accounts, to be allowed all payments made 





for premiums on the policies, and for interest on money borrowed to pa 

for the purchase, and ought to have repaid to them, with interest, the sums 
paid out of their own moneys for the purchase, and to be relieved from 
liability for the sums borrowed for the purpose, and still remaining due 
from them.—Covunsex, Cookson, Q.C., and Langworthy ; Davey, Q.C., and 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C.; Sir F. Herschell, 8.G., and Northmore Lawrence; 
Rigby, Q.C., and H. Burton Buckley ; Chadwyck-Healey ; Stirling ; Sir H, 
James, A.G., and W. Phipson Beale ; Whitehorne, Q.O.; Merewether, Q.C,, 
and Jacques. Soricrrors, Whites, Renard, § Co. ; Johnson § Master ; Smith 
$ Brettell; G. F. Hudscn, Matthews, § Co. ; 8. W. Johnson § Son ; Aldridge 

Thorn, § Morris ; Blake § Heseltine ; W. Sturt. 


Venpor AND Purcuaser—Sztriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 38), 
ss. 3, 59, 60—Inrant—Sarz spy Trustees—Sae ovr or Courr.—In a case 
of Re Price, Leighton v. Price, before Bacon, V.C., on the 4th inst., the 
question arose whether the court could authorize trustees, appointed for 
the purposes of the Act, who proposed selling the copyhold property of an 
infant under the 60th section, to make the sale out of court. Bacon, V.C,, 
held that he could do so, and made the order.—Covnser, Rawlinson, 
Soutcrrors, Meredith § Co. 








DoNATIO MORTIS CAUSA—CHEQUE PAYABLE TO TasTaToR OR ORDER AND 
UNINDORSED.—In the case of Clement v. Cheesman, before Chitty, J., on 
the 30th ult., a question arose whether a cheque payable to the testator 
or order, and given during his last illness by the testator, unindorsed, to 
his son, passed as a donatio mortis causdé. Curtry, J., following Veal vy. 
Veal (8 W. R. 2, 27 Beav. 303) and Rankin v. Weguelin (27 Beav. 309), 
held that the gift of the cheque standing on the same footing as a gift of 
a bill of exchange payable to order, and unindorsed, or as a gift of a pro- 
missory note payable to the donor or order, was g as & donatio mortis 
causd.—CounsEL, Romer, Q.C., and Gaselee ; Ince, Q.C., and J. Kingsford; 
Whitehorne, Q.C., and J. Sayer. Souscrrors, Kingsford § Dorman, for 
Phillips § Cheeseman, Hastings. 





Serrtep Estare—Lanp Purcuasep ny Ratpway Company uNpER Com- 


PROVEMENTS—BvuiLpiInc Hovsgs—Lanps Ctavuses ConsonrpaTion Act, 
1845, s. 69.—In a case of In re Lytton’s Settled Estates, before Pearson, J., 
on the 2nd inst., a question arose as to the application of money paid 
into court by a railway company under the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act for the purchase of land forming part of a settled estate, which had 
been taken & them under the‘r statutory powers. The court was asked 
by the tenant for life to sanction the application of a part of the money 
in the building of two houses of a good class on land forming part of the 
estate, and situate near to a station on the line of the railway company, 
the object being to begin the development of some land near to the 
station aw a building estate, and there was evidence that this would 
improve the value of the estate, and would be for the benefit of all the 
persons interested. Pzarson, J., held, on the authority of Drake v. 
Trefusis (L. R. 10 Ch. 364), that he had jurisdiction to sanction the 
proposed application of the money, and he made an order sanctioning it 
accordingly, and directed that the money should be paid out on produc- 
tion to the chief clerk of a proper contract for the erection of the two 
houses at a cost not exceeding the proposed amount. And he held that 
the company must’ pay the costs of the petition.—CounseL, Cozens- Hardy, 
Q.C., and Lambert; Cecil Russell; W. Latham; Abraham. Soxtcrronrs, 
Lambert, Petch, §& Shakespear ; Nelson, Barr, § Nelson. 








On Tuesday last a lady named Rolls, the wife of a party to an action of 
Rolls v. Rolls, appeared by order before Mr. Justice Chitty to explain her 
conduct towards his lordship’s chief clerk, Mr. Marshall, and towards his 
senior and junior clerks. The lady wrote a letter to the junior clerk, 
enclosing him a cheque for £10, and promising the senior clerk a further 
sum of £200, and the chief clerk a percentage or a lump sum of £1,100 or 
£1,200 if certain services were rendered in the case now before the Official 
Referee. In the letter, which his lordship read in open court, the secresy 
and confidence of the junior clerk were solicited, and secresy on her part 
was promised. Mr. Justice Chitty asked Mrs. Rolls for an explanation of 
her conduct, and the lady, speaking from the “‘well,’’ said she did not 
know that she had done anything wrong, and referred to a book which 
she had purchased for 3s. 6d. in Chancery-lane, which informed her that 
certain “ arrangements’? might be made with the clerks. His lordship: 
Bat this is bri —a direct offer to bribe. Mrs. Rolls: Oh, no, my 
lord. My husband is a man constitutionally timid, and we have been for 
seven years trying to get justice. We would pay £4,000 to get our rights. 
His lordship: This is a serious offence that you have committed. Do you 
apologize for having committed it, or do you justify your act? Mrs. 
Rolls having made a further statement with to her case, and what 
she considered to be the failure of justice, pleaded ignorance, said she had 
no intention to do wrong, and offered an apology to the court. His lord- 
ship said it was a very serious case; one of the few cases which he had 
known personally of an attempt to bribe an official connected with the 
administration of justice. He was, however, willing to take into con 
sideration that the offender was a woman, and he was willing also to 
accept her apology, and her promise not to attempt-anything of the kind 
again ; but, if she did so offend, he should direct her to be served with 
notice of a motion to commit her for contempt, and she would most 
certainly be committed to prison. The cheque was handed back to the 
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INVESTMENT OF TRUST MONEY ON 
MORTGAGE. 


In delivering judgment in Fry v. Tapson, on the 3rd inst., Mr. Justice Kay 
said :—‘‘ There is no substantial dispute among the witnesses that the loan 
was an extremely improvident one for trustees to make. The facts show 
strongly the wisdom of the general rule that not more than one-half the 
estimated value should be lent by trustees upon house property. No 
prudent man reading Mr. Kerr’s report of 1875 would have put the value 
of the property as a security for trust money higher than £7,000, and to 
lend £5,000 upon it was obviously rashly to disregard the ordinary rule. 
But the most incautious act was to employ Mr. Kerr to value for the 
mortgagees, and to accept his report as sufficient evidence of value. He 
was a London surveyor, not shown to have any of that local knowledge 
which was so important in this case, and his employment was inexpedient 
for that reason (Budge v. Gummow, 20 W. R. 1022, L. R. 7 Ch. 722). He 
was employed by the mortgagor to find a borrower. He was interested in 
doing so. His commission of £75 depended on his success. He had 
written recommending the property in terms which read more like the 
language of an auctioneer puffing what he had to sell, than of a man 
exercising a calm judgment upon its value as a security for a loan of trust 
money ; and solicitors of experience who have been called on the part of 
the defendants have all confirmed my angeueees that no provident lender, 
whether a trustee or not, would have satisfied with his valuation 
under such circumstances. But then it has been argued that, even sup- 
posing his valuation to be excessive, and that it was improper to act upon 
any valuation by him, the trustees employed competent solicitors, who 
instructed Mr Kerr, and that completely absolves them, and I have been 
pressed with the authority of Speight v. Gaunt (31 W.R. 401, 32 W. R. 
435, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 727, 9 App. Cas. 1), and other cases, as deciding 
the question in their favour. Speight v. Gaunt did not lay down 
any new rule, but only illustrated a very old one—viz., that trustees, 
acting according to the ordinary course of business, and employing 
an agent as prudent men of business would do on their own behalf, are 
not liable fur the default of an agent so employed. But an obvious 
limitation of that rule is that the agent must not be employed out of the 
ordinary scope of his business. If a trustee employs an agent to do that 
which is not the ordinary business of such an agent, and he performs 
that unusual duty improperly, and loss is thereby occasioned, the trustee 
would not be exonerated. Suppose, for example, that in selling trust 
property or changing an investment, trustees were to allow the trust 
fund to pass into the hands of their solicitors, and that it was lost in 
consequence, thay would be liable. I take that illustration because 
Tam afraid it not unfrequently happens that trustees do allow trust 
funds to be in their solicitors’ hands without sufficient reason. It would 
be no excuse to say, as one of the witnesses said in this case, solicitors 
often do so. The question is not what they often do, but what is 
properly within the scope of their employment as solicitors. Suppose 
in Speight v. Gaunt the trustee had exercised no discretion as to the 
choice of a broker, but had left that to his solicitor, who had employed 
aman known to them to be untrustworthy, would the trustee have been 
exonerated? In my opinion clearly not, because he would have delegated 
to his solicitor that which was not properly the business of the solicitor, 
but a matter as to which his own judgment should have been exercised. 
Now, is it part of the ordinary business of a solicitor to choose a valuer 
for trustees intending to invest trust money on mortgage? To take 
Lord Hardwicke’s words in Re Belchier (Amb. 218), is that a case ‘where 
trustees act by other hands either from necessity or conformable to 
the common usage of mankind’? I should suppose not. But the 
matter is not left in any doubt. Some eminent solicitors have been 
called on behalf of the defendants, and they all agree that this is not 
the solicitor’s business, but that if asked to name a valuer, the 
ordinary course is to submit a name or names to the trustees, and to tell 
them everything which the solicitor knows to guide their choice, but to 
leave the choice tothem. If, therefore, this unfortunate investment is 
owing, as I cannot help thinking is the case, to the employment of a 
valuer whom no prudent person would have employed, I cannot hold the 
trustees exonerated, because such valuer was appointed, not by them, but 
by their solicitors, if the fact were so. It has om necessary to consider 
this question gety. because the defence was mainly rested upon it, but 
also for another reason. Watching the evidence as it was given, I 
observed that no attempt was made in the first instance to show that the 
trustees knew that the valuer employed was the same person who had 
written the letter, an extract from which had been sent tothem. His 
name does not ap in that extract nor in the letters accompanying it. 
But Mr. Cartwright was recalled by the plaintiffs, and then said that he 
had no doubt he communicated that fact to Mr. Winsor. I cannot, by 
reason of his death, have Mr. Winsor’s testimony on this point. However, 
it would certainly be Mr. Cartwright’s duty to make this statement, and if 
cannot, in the face of this evidence, assume that it was not made. 
Unfortunately he does not say or suggest that he cautioned Mr. 
Winsor against orns Mr. Kerr, or that he the 
employment of a 1 agent. The impression I derive from the 
evidence is that Mr. Cartwright, who had known Kerr pay, 
suggested his yo to Mr. Winsor, and that this dent 
suggestion was imprudently assented to. If Mr. Cartwright was 
to blame in doing this, so also was Mr. Winsor, and no attempt to 
throw blame on one would exonerate the other. If I am to deal with the 
case on a footing a on on were known to Mr. Winsor, the case 
more direct, if not stronger; and no advice of their 

would relieve them from the consequence of knowing and em- 





ploying an improper valuer. I am most reluctant to vi-it trustees acting 
bond fide with the consequences of a want of due caution, but I cannot 
avoid the conclusion that the trust fund has been diminished, if not lost, 
by their fault. They neglected the rule of not lending more than half 
the value on house property. They most incautiously employed the 
mortgagor’sagent, who had been puffing the pro security, and was 
interested to obtain the loan to value on their behalf, and they accepted 
his valuation without attempting to check it, and this although he was a 
London surveyor, and it was most important to obtain the opinion of 
some experienced local surveyor as to property of this kind. I regret to 
be obliged to declare that they are jointly and severally liable to replace 
the £5,000, with interest at four per cent. from the time of the loan, against 
which interest must be set off the sums paid to the tenant for life. There 
must be an order upon the surviving trustee and the executors of the 
deceased to pay the amount within three months. If the executors of Mr. 
Winsor do not admit assets there must be the usual creditor’s decree 
against them, and the defendants must pay the costs of the action. Of 
course, upon such payment being made, the defendants will be entitled 
to the mortgage.”’ 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Exsction or Councit. 

Mr. Cornetivs T. Savunpgrs, the president, took the chair at the 
adjourned annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society which 
was held at the hall, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday. There was buta 
small attendance. 

Mr. C. P. Witmer read the scrutineers’ rt of the result of the 
ballot to the eleven vacancies on the council which had proceeded in the 
interim. The report is as follows :— 

Report of the scrutineers appointed by the president of the society 
certifying the result of the election of eleven members of the council. 
Pursuant to the appointment made by the president at the meeting 
of the society held on the 11th of July, 1884, in compliance with bye- 
law 15, we, the undersigned, the scrutineers so appointed, beg to present 
to the members of the society our report ifying the result of the 
election, which has been conducted in accordance with the charter and 
bye-laws of the society. 

The secretary handed to us on Tuesday, the 5th of August, a box con- 
taining the voting papers, which he informed us had been placed in it as 
they were delive 

The first schedule hereto annexed contains the total number of voting 
papers received, amounting in all to 2,194. 

he same schedule sets forth the number of voting papers rejected and the 
grounds of rejection. Twelve having rejected on the ground that 
they were not received by midnight on the Ist of August, seven because 
the voting papers were not si and two because less names than three 
were struck out. 


The total number of votes in favour of each candidate is set forth in the 
second schedule hereto annexed. ; 

The third schedule contains the names of those candidates whom we 
find and certify to be duly elected. 

The voting papers have been duly closed up under our seal and will be 
retained in our care for the period of one month, which will expire on the 
— ee next, when we shall destroy them as provided by section 
2 of bye-law 18. 

The first schedule referred to in the annexed report :—Total number of 
voting papers received, 2,194, of which there were (a.) received after the 


prescribed date, 12; (4.) unsigned, 7; (c.) less than three names struck 
out, 2. 

The second schedule referred to in the annexed end number of 
votes :—Barnard Platts Broomhead, 1,889; Henry H d Burne, 1,215; 


John Moxon Clabon, 1,912; Lewis Fry, M.P., 1,887; Henry Skrine Law 
Hussey, 1,742; Frederick Halsey Janson, 1,655; William Alfred Jevons, 
1,934; Benjamin Greene Lake, 1,801; James Robert Macarthur, 312; 
Charles Berkeley Margetts, 1,231; H Markby, 1,733; Thomas 
Marshall, 1,880; Frederic Parker Morrell, 1,924; Henry Wing, 1,225. 
The third schedule referred to in the annexed report. Names of candi- 
dates duly elected and number of votes :—William Alfred Jevons, 1,934; 
Frederic Parker Morrell, 1,924; John Moxon Clabon, 1,912; Barnard 
Platts Broomhead, 1,889; Lewis Fry, M.P., 1,887; Thomas Marshall, 
1,880; Benjamin Greene Lake, 1,801; Henry Skrine Law Hussey, 1,742; 
Henry Markby, 1,773 ; Frederick Halsey Janson, 1,655 ; Charles Berkeley 


Margetts, 1,231. Ocravivs LEErs, 
T. B. Lopes, 
H. W. Hennrxer Rance, 
R. A. Harrine, 
August 5, 1884, Cuaries Ponsonny W1ItMmr. 


The Prestpent then formally declared the gentlemen mentioned in the 
third schedule duly elected, and moved a vote of thanks to the scrutineers, 
who, he said, had taken a great deal of time and trouble over the 


scrutiny. 

Mr. z J. Bristow seconded the vote of thanks, which was carried with 
acclamation. 

Mr. Witmer briefly replied, and the proceedings terminated. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 
At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated epee Rew elane, on ‘Thursday, the 7th 
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inst., the following being present—viz., Mr. Boodle (chairman), and 
Messrs. Doyle, Hedger, Parkin, Whitehead, W. Williamson, and A. B. 
Carpenter (secretary), a grant of £31.10s. was made to the widow of a 
member, and £20 to the widows of five non-members; one new member 
was elected, and the ordinary general business was transacted. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. FREDERICK AWDRY. 


Mr. Frederick Awdry, solicitor, of Chippenham, died on the 23rd ult., 
after a long illness. Mr. Awdry was the son of Mr. West Awdrey, of 
aapehem, and was born in 1817. He was admitted a solicitor in 1839, 
and he had ever since practised at Chippenham, being at the time of his 
death in partnership with his elder brother, Mr. West Awdry, who is 
superintendent registrar for the. Chippenham district, and with Mr. 
William Ambrose Clarke. Mr. Awdry had a large private practice, and 
he was clerk to the Borough Feoffees, and secretary (jointly with his 
brother) to the Chippenham Savings Bank. He was elected a member of 
the Chippenham Town Council in 1843, and he was elected Mayor of the 
borough in 1848, and again in 1856. He was also for many years an 
alderman. Mr. Awdry leaves three sons and one daughter. 





MR. ANDREW MILLS TARLETON. 

Mr. Andrew Mills Tarleton, Queen’s Advocate, of Sierra Leone, died 
on the 9th ult., on his voyage to England. Mr. Tarleton was the fifth son 
of Mr. William Tarleton, of Birmingham. He was born in 1849, and he 
was educated at Jesus College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1875, and he was a member of the 
Oxford Circuit. In 1882 Mr. Tarleton was appointed Queen’s Advocate 
and Superintendent Registrar for the colony of Sierra Leone, and he had 
since officiated as Chief Justice of the West African Settlements. 
Although he had been absent from England only two years his health had 
already given way, and he was on his way home for change of air. 





MR. J. N. MASON. 

Mr. John Nicholas Mason, solicitor, of 32, Gresham-street, City, died 
on the 24th ult., in the fifty-sixth year of his age. He was the eldest son 
of the late Mr. Nicholas Mason, lace merchant, of Wood-street, Cheap- 
side, and was born in 1828. He was educated at the King’s School, 
Canterbury, and was admitted a solicitor in 1851. He was elected a 
common councilman in 1877, and he filled the chair of some of the prin- 
cipal committees. He married, in 1862, a daughter of the late William 

illicombe, Esq., of Tunbridge Wells, by whom he has left four sons and 
three daughters. The funeral took place on the 28th ult., at Highgate 
Cemetery. 





MR. JOHN DELAWARE LEWIS. 


Mr. John Delaware Lewis, barrister, formerly M.P. for Devonport, died 
at his residence, Westbury House, Petersfield, on the 31st ult. r. Lewis 
was the son of Mr. John Delaware Lewis, and was born in 1828. He was 
educated at Eton and at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1858, and he was formerly a 
member of the Home Circuit. At the general election of November, 1868, 
Mr. Lewis was elected M.P. for the borough of Devonport in the Liberal 
interest, his colleague being Mr. Montague Chambers, Q.C.; but they 
both lost their seats at the general election of February, 1874. A few 
months later Mr. Lewis contested the city of Oxford; but he was de- 
feated by Mr. Hall. He was solicited to become a candidate for South 
Hampshire at the recent election, but the state of his health obliged him 
to decline the proposal. Mr. Lewis was a magistrate for Hampshire and 
Devons e was married to the eldest daughter of Sir Jervoise Clarke 
Jervoise, baronet. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Hewry Curtis Bennett, who has been appointed Revising Barrister 

for the Eastern Division of the County of Essex, is the son of the Rev. 

Peter Bennett, vicar of Kelvedon, Essex. He was called to the 

bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1870, and he practises on 
the South-Eastern Circuit, and at the Essex and Colchester Sessions. 


Mr. Gtorce Tuarcusr, solicitor, of 19, Bennett’s-hill, Doctors’-com- 
mons, has been a inted Solicitor to the Royal Veterinary College. Mr, 
Thatcher was admitted in 1867. 

Mr. Onantes Forrescur, solicitor, of Banbury, has been appointed 
Peuietrer of the Banbury County Court (Circuit No, 36), toact jointhy with 

father, Mr. Edward Falkener Fortescue. Mr. C. Fortescue was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. Cuantus Eowarp Mapen has been appointed a Revising Barrister. 
Mr. Malden is the son of the lite Professor Fairy Malden, of University 


He was formerly scholar of Trinity College, Cam 1, 
whens he gata in the first class of the classical tripos in 1867, {3 
was to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1870, and 


—— 


he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit, and at the Suffolk Sessions, 
Mr. Malden was formerly one of the staff of the Wesxiy Reporrer. 


Mr. Franx Locxwoop, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of the 
Borough of Sheffield, in succession to Mr. Justice Wills. Mr. Loc 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1872, and he 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1882. He practises on the North-Eastem 
Circuit. 

Mr. Goprrry Ain Sotty, solicitor, of Birkenhead, has been appointe} 
Clerk to the istrates of that borough, in succession to Mr. Henry 
Bell, resigned. Mr. Solly was admitted a solicitor in 1882. He has been 
for some time deputy town clerk of Birkenhead. 


Mr. Mavrice Powsra has been appointed a Revising Barrister. Mr, 
Powell was formerly scholar of Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated as a wrangler in 1862. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Hil Term, 1865, and he is a member of the South-Easterm 
Circuit. He is the editor (in conjunction with Mr. Justice Day) of several 
editions of ‘‘ Roscoe on Evidence.” 

Mr. Georce Hatt Patmer, solicitor, of Doncaster, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Bally and Hexthorpe School Board. Mr. Palmer was ad. 
mitted a solicitor in 1877. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Tuomas Turner and Witi1am Henry Hewson, solicitors, Leeds, 
July 31. The said Thomas Turner will continue to carry on business at 
No. 25a, Park-square, Leeds, and the said William Henry Hewson at No. 
7, East-parade, Leeds. 

[ Gazette, Aug. 5.] 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Lone Vacation, 1884, 
Notice. 


During the Vacation until further notice :—All applications which may 
require to be immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the judges 
who for the time being shall act as Vacation judges. 

One of the Vacation judges will sit in Chancery Court No. 3, Royal 
Courts of Justice, at 11 a.m. on Wednesday in every week, commencing 
on Wednesday, 20th of August, until further notice, for the purpose of 
hearing such applications of the above nature as, according to the practice 
in the Chancery Division, are usually heard in court. 

No case will be placed in the judge’s paper unless leave has been pre- 
viously obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case requires to be 
immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, is left 
with the papers. 

The necessary — relating to every application made to the Vaca- 
tion Judges are to be left with, or addressed (under cover marked outside 
Chancery Vacation Papers) to, the cause clerk in attendance, Chance 
Registrars’ Chambers (Room 136), Royal Courts of Justice, before 1 o'clock 
on the Monday previous to the day on which the application is intended 
to be made. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel is to be sent to the 
judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, ona 
separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, an envelope capable of receiving the papers, ant 
addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Offivial Letter: To the Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions or writs of ne exeat regno, in addition to 
the above, a copy of the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be 
sent. 

The 2 mane to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The ad of od meg for the time being acting as Vacation Judgé 
in the Chancery Division can be obtained on application at the Chancery 
I trars’ chambers. 

he chambers of Mr. Justice Pearson will be open on Tuesday, Wednes- 
day, Thursday, and Friday in every week, from 11 to 1 o’clock. One of 
the Vacation Judges will, until further notice, attend at 10.30 a.m. on 
Wednesday in every week, commencing on the 20th August, at the above 
chambers (room No. 712), to dispose of any summonses which may be 
adjourned to the judge. 
, Jupogs’ Pargrs. 

The follo for the Vacation Judge are red to be left with 
the cause aan aedenes at the Royal Cones Sateen (room 136), on 
or before the Monday previous to the day on which the application to tho 


udge is intended to be made :— 
1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special leave, granted by 


the judge. 
2. Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any) and any other 
documents showing the nature of the wypieenian. : 

3.—Two copies of notice of motion. 

4.—Office copy affidavits in support with exhibits, and also the affidavits 
in auswer, if any filed. 

N.B.—Solicitors are requested, when the application hes been disposed 


— 





Aug. 9, 1884,. ke 






On Tue 
week dur 
tions nec 
the order 
as requir 
at his sea 


Monday, 
$00 hous 
Enfield. 
We ar 
which we 
Debenha 
urchase 
in 
intended 


Tn cha 
followin; 
commit t 
consider 

nti 
was ho 
involv 
abolitior 


enjoyed 
aha a 
Parliam: 
for that 
suggesti 


The fi 


















inte} 
Henry 
'S been 







- Mr, 
ere he 

Inner 
astern 
several 










ointed 
iS ad. 

































1 to 





igé 
ery 






es- 
» of 
on 
ve 







ith 












Aug. 9, 1884. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











of, to apply at once to the judge’s clerk in court for the return of their 


Nortce tro Soxrtcrroks: 

On Tosa, the 19th of August, and the same day in succeeding 
week during the Vacation, the registrar in attendance will i take altera- 
tions necessary in orders to be acted on by the Chancery Paymaster ; but 
the order, and any necessary papers, and a notification of the amendment 

required by the 27th of the Supteme Court Funds Rules, should be left 
at his seat at least one clear day previously. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


Messrs. Fuller & Fuller announce for sale by auction at the Mart on 
Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday next, the unusual number of about 
300 houses, principally freeholds, being on the Bush Hill Park Estate at 
Enfield. 

We are informed that the Island of Herm—to the particulars of sale of 
which we recently referred—has been sold by private contract by Messrs. 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater for about £7,500. The 

urchaser is a member of a firm of Scotch fish-curers, and it is ‘understood 
That, i in addition to the agricultural and other resources of the island, it is 
intended to make it a depot for the fish-curing business. 


In charging the grand jury at Stafford, Mr. Baron Huddleston gave the 
following account of the origin of the new assize arrangements :—‘‘ A 
committee was formed of several of the judges, of whom he was one, to 
consider the question, and, after great many meetings, they succeeded in 
presenting a plan to the Lord Chancellor and the Government, which, it 
was beget would meet the difficulties that existed. This plan certainly 
involved the necessity for further legislation, and it also involved the 
abolition of assizes at three small towns—Appleby, Huntingdon, = 
Oakham ; but so jealous were these small towns of the privilege the 
enjoyed that the greatest opposition was offered, and the Lord 4g 
cellor and the Government found, in the present state of business in 
Parliament, that it would be very difficult to obtain legislative sanction 
for that alteration, and the scheme, therefore, was not adopted. Other 
suggestions followed, and ultimately the one which was now being tried 
was accepted. 


The first assizes held in Birmingham were begun on Monday before Mr. 
Baron Huddleston and Mr. Justice Wills. The Commission having been 
opened, the recorder of Birmingham (Mr. agate, QC. oC), oie 

Mr. Baron H eston 


by the mayor and town clerk, read an address. 

in reply, said he was desired by his brother Wills to e ve gee their gratifi- 
cation at the reception and hearty welcome they had met with on the 
establishment of courts which they hoped would be of advantage to the 
town. As Birmingham was adjacent to both the Midland and Oxford 
Circuits the wont have the united force of two of the most powerful 
bars of England. It was on the understanding conveyed to the Chan- 
cellor that permanent accommodation would be provided for the proper 
administration of justice that these assizes were now held, and they must 
remember that as an Order in Council had given Birmingham , the 
same power could divest them of the privilege. He hoped that perman- 
ent accommodation would shortly be provided, and that it would be con- 

venient for the pay that the architect would not, as was too frequently 
the case, attend only to exterior structure. For instance, his lordship 
said a jury-box was too often measured out to give the smallest possible 
space into which twelve men could be squeezed. In France jurors had 
armchairs, desks, or for taking nctes, and every attention to their 
comfort. He remembered that the late Chief Justice Exle objected to making 
the jury too comfortable for fear they should go to sleep, but he thought 
they des ht have better accommodation without that undesirable result. 
His lords ip instanced as courts that might with advan’ be copied, 

those at Shrewsbury, Nottingham, Leicester, Worcester, am ae 
Bedford. Mr. Horton, » Pres resident of the Birmingham Law Soci 

presented an address on behalf of that body urging the desirability '“ 
making Birmingham the centre of an assize district with ent 
high courts as in London. The society also personally congratulated Mr. 
Justice Wills, whose father was one of its members. Mr. m Huddle- 
ston, in reply, said he could hold out little hope of a permanent high court. 
Among other ‘objections it would require a large increase in the judicial 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURK. 
Rota or ReoistRars IN ATTENDANOR ON 


Co ‘ s 

a Date, joven of ¥.0, Bicow, "Mt Justice 
y, Aug. eosseceess 11 Mr, Farrer Mr. Koe 

Tuesday eeeeeeee eeteeee Teosdalé Mane sn “fc 

Ba ale ~i 

Itty, 

Monday, Aug. see eeeeeee lt Mr. Ward Mr. Jaca Nr. h 
Ta aesday teeeeeeeccceeces 12 Pemberton a 





ait 0 Lone Vacuts Thaebahy Phe aed ay 9, Tg atuason and 


COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomt Stock CompPAnrés. 


ANGLO-IND: 
cates se um, eee dae 
Loren. 


mas ordered that 
ae ‘or the tees 
BovinE CaTriE SPIcE COMPANY, on or <borere 


are req 


Oct ie send names and particulars of 
claims, to Samuel Gabenvart, pot the det toria st. dot. Oct 2 at 12 is appomited 
for hearing and adjudicating upon pad 

roma 


Swithin’s a PY.00 on Oct 3. Eilivand Go, St 


May. 3. dat ah fy toa Lala 
Lexbow ‘Sate or UtaH, = Chitty, has ss erg ee cree 
Creditors are Horace Woodburn liquidator. 


official 
required, on or before . stom thete pot. 
the particulars of their rigid 5, 


and 
am $0 the crodigere senioun ne 
Kirby, ouse, 
pens I d, or eat te 
ov 25 at 12 is appoiated for 
ot cite 


ing upon 
RNE AND COMP. os .—Petition S er ggg & up, presented July 30, 
Sire on subchain on Aug 9. and Co, George st, 
ion House, so! ‘or 
PATENT ICINES LuuttED. Petition for said presented 
29, directed to pn eye on Saturday, Aug 9. Gover, 
Walbrook, eee for the ————e 
RYE CHEMICAL AND Lnarep.—Petition for winding 
Shitty, J. tare " Geavens 


bon and reveal Fay’ i sh drepted ne io be heart bak Get bag 
_ aspen — Chitty, 3. hag Toa an at order 


c 6 (Gazette, Aug. 5.) 
NLIMITED IN CHANCER 
RUTHIN AND CERRIG-Y-DRUIDION RarIuway Dora. —By an order made by 





United 


Lake City, Le and 
United Sta to the ‘above, at 4 at & Oaenes 
hea’ and e debts 


BANBURY COLOUR AND PAINT COMPANY, 
dated July 16, aga Arthur Clevelan 
be official liquidato: 


Bacon, V.C., dated July 26, it was ordered that the company be w: up 
{ Gazette, Aug. 5.) 
CouNntTY ntinxy 15 CHANCERY. 
F. a ee Mitt Company, LiMrrep. ef wired, on ee 
scat oppard ined tr, an e 
we se: to fifi H abet 
10 at 11.30, is appointed for Re won Op ict and claims 


" 


1 
Hxxpayax Mri Manor. _ tue. Vjoe-Chatcell 
iy fh 


are Dery, oshua 


¥ 


ofa! galas Groditafs a 2 
are '. 
— ant Radresesd, eid the Dariiculars of thelr tare Set ts or Co the above. 
phy , Oct 10 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon bts 
an 
SreaMsHip “ DrysurGH ABBEY,” LuorreD.—The Vice-Chancellor has, by an 
order dated Ju aiy it appointed award Moansey, 8, Lond st t, Liverpool, to be 
provisional offi (Gasette, Aug. 63 


Frrenpty Socrettrs Dissoivep. 
Op Rosin Hoop FRtEnDiy Socrety, Foresters’ Arms Inn, Lalor: Z el 
BRIMSTONE HILL INDUSTRIAL C0-OPERATIVE Society, Brimstone Hill, Upwe ‘L 
a July 31 
ELTISLEY ROTHEELY BENEFIT Society, Leeds Arms Inn, Eltisley, Cambridge. 


J 
tocnme Firtu Frrenpty Society, King William 4th Inn, a pitty ty 4 Aad 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS tare ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
AST DAY OF PROOF. 


Sagi ape York, Grocer. Sept 1. Hutchinson v Town, Chitty, 
Meanrit, arses J as gu Pty Quoon oy Pearson, J. 


Broadben an 
2 om iteg, wader Re Prem Aug ®. Kay,J. Scale and 
Nees, ILLIAM EDWARD, Chan Civil Aug 3i. Newton 
pNewta ee cery lane, meer. Aug Vv 
Be ——s wv Monmou t 11. v Pearson, J. 
(Gasette, July 29." 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
AnMSTBONG, James, Raynor st, Hackney, Gent. Aug 20. Sayle, Queen Victoria 


pies ecseg mare 24.3 Pe eak AA us 
a HAM, x Rents Gon Aug Bt Newon and 2 nt, and — 
Bova, Sis ug nutes Cant Sep ime Frat aT eyed tod Wilson, 
Pig, J Rawal, Bloomsbury, Esq. Oct1. Clarke and Co, Grestimm 


pier. (ome. Bek, aches Abt 
Dax, Wo gH x, Upper Wee, outatgtn, Pan Sept 1. Footner and Son, 
Beulah spd, Upper Norwood, Sept 1¢. Barrell and Co 
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oy Exzas Rosert, Gordon st, Gordon sq. Sept 15. Plaskitt, Lincoln’s inn 
Kine, jas Prerce, Frome, Somperset, Coach Builder. Within fifteen days 


from Jul, Cooper and Sweet, 
Lae, = Ln Clayton le Moors, Eamenoter, Innkeeper. Aug 28. Hall and 
LiGHTOWLERS, JOHN, Slaithwaite, York, Butcher. Aug 30. Ramsden and Co, 


Huddersfield 
, JOHN, Waltham, Lincoln, Farmer. Oct1. Bell and Ingoldby, Louth 

M ” JOHN FADDEN, HKothwell st, Primrose Hill, Wine Shipper. Aug 19. 

Townsend, Rawtenstall, nr Manchester 
NUTTER, JOSEPH Halifax, Gent. Octi. Emmet and Walker, Halifax 
O’Brien, D.D., Rev J. James, Brighton, Clerk in Holy Orders. Sept 1. Norton 

and Co, Victoria st, Westminster 
O'BRIEN, OcTAVIA, ee. Sept 1. Norton and Co, Victoria st, Westminster 
PARRISH, JOHN JONES, Wordsley, Stafford, Surgeon. Aug 20. Gould and Elcock, 


Stourbridge 
RHODES, SAMUEL, Halifax, High Bailiff. Oct 1. Haigh and Son, Huddersfield 
Sept j20. Withall and Co, 


Rosrnson, Ropert, York ter, Camberwell New rd. 
Great George st, Sosesianer 
ROBINSON, ROBERT, Preston, Lancaster, Engineer. Augi8. Clarke, Preston 
rm » Mary ANN, Holme by the Sea, Norfolk. Aug 21. Thomson, South 
a. CHARLES, Tarporley, Chester, Stonemason. Aug 20. Cooke and Sons 
TAYLER, WILLIAM Henry, Seend, Wilts, Farmer. Aug 22. Norris and Hancock, 


Tayior, Joseru, York, Manufacturer. Aug 22. Dean and Son, Batley 
Watson, THOMAS, Carlton, Nottingham, Cottager. Septi. Kirkland, Southwell 
Witt1aMs, Epwarp, Wrexham, Denbigh, Mine Agent, Sept 1. Hughes, Wrex- 


' Gazette, July 22.) 


ALBERT, WILLIAM, Preston, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Aug25. Olarke, Preston 
—— JosEPH, Kildwick, York, Gent. Oct1. Heelisand Thompson, Keighley 
ASPINALL, WILLIAM HENRY, Bradford, York, Gent. Aug 1, Mossman and 

Rawson, Bradford 

AYLMER, ANNIE. Brislington, Somerset. Aug9. Clifton and Carter, Bristol 

BEEBEE, Mary MatitpA, Womaston, nr Kington, Radnor. Sept 30. Thompson 

and Groom. Raymond blidgs, Gray’sinn 

BrmpputpH, CATHERINE ROTHEA WRIGHT, Dan y Graig, nr Grosmont, Mon- 
‘mouth. Sept5. Gordon and Dalbiac, Bedford ro 

BonpD, ELIZABETH, Exeter. Augis. Gould. Exeter” 

BROCKLEHURST, CHARLES, Macclesfield, Esq. Aug 22. Mair and Co, Macclesfield 

BurRoveus, WittiAm Gustavus, Bath, Esq. Aug 30. Sweet and Co, Bristol 

CONSTABLE, THomas, Kingston on Thames, rocer. Aug3i. Tarn, Philpot lane, 


Costa, Sir ir Mrcrant, Eccleston sq, Pimlico, Knight. Aug -. Dalston, Piccadilly 

CREED, SARAH, Gravesend. Aug 25. Martin, Mincing 

Davies, HANNAH BARNARD, Usk,Monmouth. Aug 15. Gustard, Usk 

vigil Ww, Dorchester. Sept1. Durant, jun, Guildhall chbrs, Bas- 
gr RIcHARD DyYER, Salisbury, Gent. Sept 22. Hickman and Son, South- 

FOREMAN, Mazx, South Shields, Durham, Ship Owner. Aug 15. Osborne, South 

FeirH, Epwarp, West Hill, Putney, Esq. Sept1. Radcliffes and Co, Craven st, 

Gums, TLLIAM, Coventry, Warwickshire, Butler. Sept 1. Coaks and Co, 


Hammonp, Epwarp, M te, Gent. Sept1. Sole and Co, Alilermanbury 
Hass, JOHN FREELING, ristol Gent. Aug 25. Chamberlayne, Lincoln’s inn 


whatie, JouN, Leamington, Warwick, E: Sept 29. Sale and Co, Manchester 
—— JOHN, Northill, Bedford, Esq. ake’. Wilkinson and Co, St Neot’s, 


HEWETT?, ExizA HANNAH, Tulse Hill. Sept 15. Arnold, Townhall chbrs, South- 
a, men re mm. & De Crespigny pk, Denmark Hill. Aug 30. Mills and Co, 
ity rd 
Hox¥woon, ae Domanee Lady Mary, Folkestone, Kent. Sept1. Hallett and Co, 
ae GLOVER, — st, Berkeley sq, Esq. Sept 6. Watson, South- 
ampton bidgs, Cen A me ae By 
ie, Cranes m, ‘Kent. Sept 1. 


MrLronp, FREDERICK, Exeter, Esq. Aug 3i. Tozer and Co, Exeter 
gy res HREY, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Barrister at Law. Aug 2, 
O’Brien, Patrick, Sydney ter, Stamford Hill. Aug 23. Rally, ¢ Goswell rd 
¥, Canterbury, Farmer. +15. Daniel, Ram: 
Poorz, RoBEET, Manchester, Superintendent of Police. Aug 20. Slater and Co, 


PRIER, a Yateley, Southampton, Gent. Sept 6. Hollest and Co, Farn- 
BERT. Kingston on Thames, yy 3 Ang 3i. Tarn, Philpot lane 
WILLIAM, Sept 29. Sale and Co, Manchester 
RrvazZ, CHARLES, Lio OS tek 8, London, io Sept 1. Upton and Co, Austin Friars 
ton Oliffe, Gloucester, Timber Merchant, Sept 1. Tice- 


hurst, an and meet Non tenham 
orth and Middle Littleton, Worcester, Farmer. Sept1. New 





Ingledew and Co, Newcastle upon 


and 
Tne. YLOR, JOSEPH, Golear, nr Huddersfield, Yarn Spinner. Nov 1. Bottomley, 


To, MatrHEw, Compstall Werneth, Chester, Butcher. Sept5. Johnson and 


weno Sir ABRAHAM, Littleover, nr Derby. Aug 31. Shaw, Derby 
‘Woops, Harriett, Warrington, Lancaster, Chemist. Sept 3. Davies and Co, 
Warrington 
[ Gazette, July 25.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 
Duyn. Be py ey 30, at Ferniehirst, Melrose, the wife of Ralph Dunn, solicitor, Mel- 
HAYWARD. oP pg Pome de at The Elms, Clapham-common, the wife of John Hayward, 


Ross.—J 25, at Allahabad, In the wife of 
x= “uly dia, le of George E. A. Ross, barrister-at- 


MARRIAG 
RickKMAN—MuRRAY. atin fyb oe Wintam Bennett Rickman, 


f the 
Inner 
' ice pe, bars w, to Mary Stewart Murray, daughter of "the late 


SRSRE neat ss Maaco aetan, 8,  Se 





SALES OF oe WEEK. 


Aug. 12.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
2 p.m., Leasehold Ground Rents (see ‘advertisement, Aug. 2, p. 4). 

Aug. 1 12, 18.—Messrs. FULLER & He ape he Mart, at 2 p.m, each day, 
Freehold Houses (see advertisement, this 4 p. 4). 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Fray, Aug. 1, 1884. 
Beards, William, and Bryan ora sareameten, Japanners, Wolverhamp. 


ton. Pet July 28. O 
Beardsell, Broo Brockiioles, ar nr Huddersield, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer, 


Huddersfield. Pet J uly 29. ree hg Exam Aug 15 at 11 

Beech, Edward, Carlton, Notting: Builder. Nottingham. Pet July % 
Ord July 28. Exam Aug 12 

Bonney, J omnes, Ambleside, Westmoreland, Plumber. Kendal. Pe 
— 28. Ord Jul: 


Exam Ange at 10 
Edward Jo m Hardy, borough rd, Brompton, Surgeon. High 
"Gout Pet July 28. Ord July 28. Exam Sept 9 at 11.30 at 34, coln’s inn 


Bremner Jane sen, James Bremner, jun, and Alexander Bremner, Kingstop 
upon Hull p Builders. Kingston m upon Hull. Pet July 25. Ord July % 
Aug 11 — 11 at Court house, Town! Hul 
Chin David, Grafton st, Bond st, Club Proprietor. High Court. Pet June%, 
Ord Ful 29. Exam Se 3 9 at 11.30 at 34, Lineoln’ s inn fields 
a pton, Bootmaker. Southampton. Pet July %, 
1 at 12 


Clarke, ay 2. gam Aug Staffordshire, Draper. Walsall. Pet July 29. On 





July 29. <5? ane 18 

Cole, "Baward oah, Croxton, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet July 30. Ord 
July 30. Co m Aug 20 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 

Dar Robert, Wray cres, Tollington pk, Insurance Agent. High Court. Pet 


May 12. Ord July 29. Exam Sept 2 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Day, Ji wae. i Nottingham, Boot Dealer. N ottingham. Pet July 17. OrdJuly 2, 
x 


Feather, Georg , and John William Sutcliffe, meets, Yorkshire, Rag Merchants, 
Dewsb et J uly 30. Ord Jul — 219 
Tlarrison, rles, Derby, Cotton oubler. Darby. Pet July 30. Ord July 3, 


Exam Aug liati 


Hart, John, Bedford st, Walworth, Cab Proprietor. High Court. Pet July 2, 
Ord July 99. Exam Sept 9 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Howard, Fenchurch st, Grocer. Court. Pet July 16. Ord July 9, 


pen ake 2 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hoyland, William James, and Thomas Hoyland, Barnsley, Painters. Barnsley, 
sigutar doe Ord July 29, Exam Aug 14 at 12 
osep ety Lancashire, Draper. Salford. Pet July 16. Ord 
uly $0. Exam Aug 13 


atl 

Hunton Robert Naisbitt, Oswaldtwistle Lancashire, Local Board Surveyor, 
Blackburn. Pet July 29. Ord July 30. Exam Aug 12 

Newman, Geo: and James Newman, Evenlode, Worcestershire, Builders, 
Cheltenham. Pet July 28. Ord July 28. Exam Aug 30 at 12 

Oxboronen, — oy ytonstone, Essex, Widow. Fs ag Court. Pet July 9% 

, ba Exam Sept 2 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Rannow, James Willia mm, Saree, Suffolk, Corn Merchant. Bury St Edmunds, 
Pet July 28, Ord uly 28 Exam Aug 14 at 1.45at Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds 

Rimes, Richard Hucknall, Bradford, Yorkshire, Boot Maker. Bradford. Pet 
July’ 29. Ord July 29. Exam Aug 15 at 12 

Saddington, George s Cliffe, Northamptonshire, Blacksmith. Peter- 
borough. ” Pet July 26. 





rd July 29. Exam Aug 8 at 1.30 
Seat, James, Yeas Isle of Wight, Printer. ewport and Ryde. Pet July 
Ord July 28 Exam Aug 6 at 10 at Townhall, Newport 
Shaw, Thomas, Heigham, Norfolk, Currier. Herein. Pet July 21. Ord July 
Exam A’ 20 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwi ich Castle 
Newport and Ryde. Pet 


Sinith, ie a Isle of Wight, Bird Stuffer. 
July Ord J we ‘Exam Aug 6 at 10 at Townhall, Newport 

gclreton, Henry, The Grove, Clapham rd, Dealer in Fancy Goods. High Court. 
Pet July 30. Ord Jul Exam t 2 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Stevens, * ary intel, 8 ae : ns ire, out of business. Ayles- 
spay t July 26. Ord July 30 ug 20 at 12 at County Hall, Ayles- 


ne, Robess Mitchell, Finbosough rd, West Brompton, Builder. es ag Court. 
te weg Tals 2. 29. uy = ’ cam am Sept 9 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn field 





hotographer. Cambridge. Pet July 2%, 
wait ay uly 2, — Tn 
Withers, William, Laon Bedfordshire, Cabinet Maker, Luton. Pet July 19. 
Ord July 30. a Aug 14 at 1 
Woodho M & Co, Well: m chmbrs, London Bridge, Provision Mer- 
chants. h Court.’ Pet J y1. OrdJuly 28, Exam Sept 9 at 11.30 at HM, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Wootton, Catherine, and Harry Joseph Wootton, Walsall, Grocers. Walsall. 
Pet July 2%. Ord July 26. Exam Aug 18 at 12 
weg James, Nowtows. Montgomery: “Travelling Draper. Newtown. Pet 
Ord July 28. Exam Aug 6 at 
William Aer Oldbury, Wesccstisetiise, Licensed Victualler. Old- 
bury. pet su Ord July 26.’ Exam Aug 11 
Yong ey St Clement's lane, Lombard st. High Soups. Pet June 
Ord Jul: uly 28. Exam Sept 9 at 11.30 at $4, Lincoln’s inn field 


Notice oF PuBLIc EXAMINATI 
Zappert, Hermann, Goswell rd, Warehouseman. High Court, Exam Aug 12 at 
11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 


First MEETINGS 
Beards, William, and Bryan Foster, ‘Wolverhampton, Japanners, Aug 11 at 4 
poticial I Receiver, St P 8 Close, Wolverhampton 
, nr Huddersfield, Woollen“Cloth Manufacturer. 
mate 12 zat. | 38. . tow aw Bociety's Boon, m , New st, Huddersfield 
, Builder. Aug 9 at 11. Official Re 


ceiver, eches 
ohn, Preston, Lancashire, Milliner. Aug 8 at 3, Official Receiver, 
Ogden’ 8 chbrs, B: st, Manchester 
James, sen, James Bremner, jun. and Alexander Bremner, Kingston 


‘upon Hull Ship Builders. Aug 9atil. Hull Incorporated Law Society, Lin- 
tis =, — Boot’ Maker. Aug iiat2. Official Receiver, 4, East 
nh Liverpoat Mariner. Augiiat2. Official Receiver, 
repo Aug 9 at 19, Official Receiver, Exchang? 


Aug. 9, 1884. hs 





'ARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart at 










Yeomen 
at 11. 


The foll< 


Moon, I 
Cast 








384, 


ach dag 


erhamp. 
facturer, 
July %, 
lal. Pet 


+ High 
oln’s ing 


Cingston 
July & 


June ®, 
July 2, 
29. Ord 
0. Ond 
rt. Pet 
July 29, 
chants, 
July 30, 
Puly 29, 
July 30, 
rsley, 
6. Ord 
rveyor, 
ilders, 
uly 30 
nunds, 
munds 
. Pet 
Peter- 
t July 
d July 
. Pet 
Jourt, 


A yles- 
A vies- 


Yourt, 
ily 29, 
ly 19, 


Mer- 
at 3, 


ulsall, 
Pet 
Old- 


June 


12 at 





Aug. 9, 1884, 
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Fletcher, Humphrey Sanderson, Stockton on Tees, Cellarman. Aug‘8fat;9.30. 

Official Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough stat 

Geller, Frederick, N orth Woolwich, Butcher. Aug 11 at 11. Official Receiver, 

109, Victoria st, Westminster 
aint, Robert, | Liddington, Wiltshire, Farmer. Aug 9 at 1.30. Mitre Hotel, 
ells, Somerset 

Harrison, Charles, Derby, Cotton Doubler. Aug 8 ‘at 3. Official Receiver, St 
James’s chbrs, Derby 

Newman, George, pin. James Newman, Evenlode, Worcestershire, Builders. 
Aug9 ati. Unicorn Inn, Moreton in M 

Rannow, James William, Barrow, Suffolk, Toren Merchant. Aug 11 at 2.30. Castle 
and Falcon Hotel, Rey st, Londo: 

Robbins, William Ifracombe, ‘Architect. Aug 9 at 2.30. Clarence Hotel, 
aon st, Ilfracombe 


Roper, Leot pone Chee Lewisham, Decorator. AugS8at11. Official Receiver, 
109, 
Caddington. "Geatge , King’s Cliffe, Northamptonshire, Blacksmith. Aug 8 at 1. 
oma, He Peterborough 
er eigham, Norfolk, Currier, Aug Sati. Terminus Hotel, Lon- 
don Bridge, L ondon 
Moses, West Hartlepool, Furniture Dealer. Aug 8 at 2.30, Official 
ag ae St Siplicoe’s chmbrs, 22, Park row, 





Oe one illiam, Peterborough, Brewer’s Carter. Aug 8 at 12. County Court, 

eter 

Sprott, Jone ton Bell, cegree Sipounen. Aug 12 at 2. Official Receiver, 
{ isbon bldgs Victoria st verpool 


White, Hent Faul ulkner, Cambridge, Photographer. Aug 12 at12. Official Re- 
ceiver, 5, etty pCambeiige 

Willey, Frederic. Samuel Tebbutt, Liverpool, Cutlers. Aug 12 at 3. Official 
Receiver, Lisbon ides, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Wotton, Catherine, Joseph Wotton, Walsall, Staffordshire, Grocers. 
we 18at11. Official vee fhe, Bridge st, Walsall 
bi hy ie, James, Newtown, Mosiscemnyautre, Travelling Draper. Aug 11 at 1. 

cial Receiver, Pt Oak st, Lianidloe: 
Yeomsens, , Ol dbury, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler. Aug 11 
at 11. Court ous, Odbury 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the London 
Gazette of July 29, 1884. 
Moon, Edmund Tucker, Down St Mary, Devonshire, Farmer. Aug7at3. The 
Castle of Exeter, Exeter 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Deis A Boker’ God Godfre pore Gorleston, Suffolk, Medical Practitioner. Gt Yarmouth. 
‘et July 12 y 28 
Brooks, Arthur, "ecenis, Retired Captain. High Court. Pet Feb 6. Ord 


uly 
— Robert, Carnarvon, Grocer’s Managing Assistant. Bangor. Pet June 
cbblet Robert, Liddington, Wiltshire, Farmer. Swindon. Pet July 26. Ord 
Bil, Beeres Alfred, and Frederick Pardow Hill, Studley, Warwickshire, Needle 
Manufacturers. Warwick. Pet June 27. Ord July 29 
Baries, Jd om Weir, Stretford, Lancashire, Deepen: Salford. Pet July 16. 


Imeson, gi William Imeson, and Thomas Imeson, pei Boot 
ly 23 


Dealers. Stockton on Tees and Middiesborough. Pet April 9. 

Coperough, Marianne, Leytonstone Widow. h Court. Pet July 80. Ord 
uly 30 

Price, gqmes, Bettws-y-crewyn, Salop, Farmer. Leomininster. Pet July 9. 


Ord July 29 
Price, Joka, Bettwys-y-crewyn, Salop, Farmer. Leominster. Pet July 9. Ord 


July 29 
= 7 James, St Helens, Lancashire, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet July 12. Ord 
Pet July 4. Ord 


29 
en, John, Falmouth, Cornwall, Cabinet Maker. Truro. 
ul 

Sadi Inst on, Sommer ee Cute, Northamptonshire, Blacksmith. Peterborough. 
Pet uly 36. Ord Jul 

Saunders, Daniel, jun., » Ham, Surrey, Market Gardener. Kingston, Surrey. 
Pet July 11, Ord July 

—_ James, Verner, i ‘W., Printer. Newport and Ryde. Pet July 28. Ord 

Sith Francis Newport, I.W., Bird Stuffer. Newport and Ryde. Pet July 28. 

bf =f Faulkner, Cambridge, Photographer. Cambridge. Pet July 29. 

y 30 
a Thomas Provis, Brighton, Gent. Brighton. Pet April 26. Ord 
will J ohn, Kirkbride, Cumberland, Husbandman. Carlisle. Pet July 9. Ord 


ORDER ANNULLING ADJUDIOCA 
aier née, William, Bruton, Gomersetshire, Tailor. Yeovil, Date of adjudn May 
Date of annuimt J uly 21 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ky ed Aug 5, 1884. 
Fertram, William, and Moses Mil rd, Wrexham, Grocers. Wrexham. Pet 
July 23. Ord July 31, Exam Sep ‘3. 
auees, Mirfield, Yorkshire, Engine Tenter. Dewsbury. Pet July 19. 
Cer Tul Exam Aug 
Buckley, flliam Th Thomas, a Feenciend, Kent, Grocer. Greenwich. Pet July 31. 
Oca ug 1. Exam Aug 22 at 2 
Besgorne, Onn anes, Let Worcestershire out-of business. Worcester. Pet 
1, Ord;Aug 1. Baum m Ans 22 at 
Bat ~ all ag Henry, sclough, ay ’ oswaldtwistle, Lancashire, Innkeeper. 
Blackburn.’ Pot At Aug 2. = Od Aug 2. Exam Aug 19 at 12 
C ie) thomas, Forest Hill, aaa, of no occupation. Greenwich. Pet July 11. 


Aug 19 at 2 
Oattzood, ¥ ; Witians Worcester, Hairdresser, Worcester. Pet Augi. Ord Aug 
Clapham, W 


Ang: 
Ont yy 2 h ty) Wandsworth, Clothier, Wandsworth. Pet July 31. 
a , Faversham, Kent, Grocer. Canterbury. Pet July 31. Ord Aug 
Dion Wilkinan A Leeds, Publican. Leeds. Pet Aug 1. Ord Augi. Exam 
a 
m, ae pimontery, Testethine, Innkeeper. Huddersfield. Pet Aug 1. 


Ord A 
Flack, E David, Clither Ge taneniics, 
z DAU tithes Tailor’ Blackburn. PetAug!. Ord Aug1. 


. Lewis D., South Tiaiten ¢ Brook st, Gent h Court. Pet July 7. 
Ord Sully 90, Exam 9 at 12 Ayty Lincoln’s inn tin” zs . 4 
“ , Yeoorge Baward, Li verpool, Solicitor, Liverpool. Pet July 31. Ord July 
xam a 
Haigh, Josep h Bt eftield, Licensed Victualler. Sheffield, Pet Aug 1. Ord Aug1. 
i . 
ri ning: ay = Bisho te >t Wit Within, Land Agent. High Court. Pet July 24 


a liam Hi 
Ord July a1. Hoary, Camborne, , Cornwall, Glass Dealer. Truro. Pet July 31° 


umm Innkeeper. Stockton on and Middles- 
Hood, John, Summerhouse, Durham, July 31. of slgelagtinnag ees 


etockion On een Oldham 2d, Asioes wate 
am i 
L da Pet Ji 380. Ord 30. en, Moulic: 
Jones, 4 Ye. ranmere, Cl ty my Fay 0.3 am Aug 1d 
wu 1. Exam 
nae, Brook st, Ratcliffe, Baker. High Court. Pet July 31. Ord Aug t. 


enry, st, Rai 
Sept 9 at 12.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
William Ed , Oldham, Lancashire, Grocer. Oldham. Pet July 31. 
Ord July 31. Exam Atig 26 at 12.60 


cEnaney, Tyne, Bookseller. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
July 31. Ord Aug1. Exam Aug 14 
Moats, Albe rt, Birmingham, Tin Plate Worker. Birmingham. Pet July 19. 
Ord Ji Exam tug 38 
ewe, 2 ney wer debrmmersmtae nse: Birmingham. Pet July 22. Ord 
ug 


Exam Aug 21 at 12 
Lincolnshire, Grocer. Boston. Pet Aug 2. Ord Aug 2. 


‘Exam Aug 14 at 12 

Pearce, api Lambeth "Sf Linootn's tm elds High Court. Pet Augi. Ord 
Aug 1. spt 9 at 12.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 

Pearson, William, ra pshire, Miller. Portsmouth. Pet Aug2. Ord 


Aug2. Exam Aug 


Prince, D: Gann Bristol, Undertaker. Bristol. Pet Aug 1. Ord Aug 1. 
Prot Joossh, Gipsy rd, High st, Lower Norwood, Builder. High Court, Pet 
ett, . wer Norwood, our 
Suly 3t July si.” Exam Sept 9 at 12 at 4, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ath, Samuel Lackland, Old Swan, Lancashire, og Liverpool. Pet July 
1. Exam Aug 11 at 12 


Ord Aug 
8 pratt and Smith, Ranelagh e, Pimlico, B High Court. Pet July 
ES Ord | July 3: Exam fo at at 12 at 34, incoln's ‘imn 


Wagner, F . C., Fenchurch s et July 11. Ord July 31. Exam 
t 9 at iL. 30 —* Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wat allsend, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Aug2. Ord Aug 


ug 1 
Westacott, Jam , Torquay, , Dovendiies, Builder. Exeter. Pet Aug 2. Ord 
ug 2 xam 
Wharton, William, Viock kanoudwike, Fextuibioe, Earthenware Dealer. Dewsbury. 
Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug ~ ty" ug 19 
ORDER FOR ADMINISTRATION IN BANKRUPTCY OF EsTATE OF DECEASED DEBTO: 
Lotinga, Isaac, Sunderland, Money aaa Sunderland. Ord July 31. Transfer 
Far ry Grant of Probate Dec 20. 1863 


First MEETINGS. 


Bertram, William, and Lay Millward, Wrexham, Denbighshire, Grocers. Aug 
19 at 12. Official Rece: chbrs, 

Bonney, Richard Tame, ‘Ambleside estmorland, Plumber. Aug 16 at il. 

ver, 37, Seramonget, dal 

Booth, Alfred, Mi Yorkshire, Engine Tenter. Aug 13 at 10. Official 
Receiver, Bank os a fr 

Burgoyne, Thomas, Malvern Link, Worcestershire, out of business. Aug 15 at 
12. Officia’ seiver, Worcester 

Chertwood, William, Worcester, Hairdresser. Aug 15 at 3. Official Receiver, 

iter 

Clarke, Thomas, Lichfield, Staffordshire, Draper. Aug 12 at 5.15. Official Re- 
ceiver, Bridge st, W: 

Dann, William John, Lee Leeds, Publican. Aug 13 at 10. Official Receiver, St 


w, Leeds 
Dyson, Giles, ae: "Huddersfield, Innkeeper. Aug t4at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, New st, KR 
Feather, George, and John William Sutcliffe, Ossett, Yorkshire, Rag Merchants. 
Aug i8ati1. Offi Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batley 
he. Joseph, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Aug 13 at 1.30. Official Receiver, 


Figtree Jane, Sheffield 

Hall, Alexander Lyons, Ladbroke rd, Holland park, out of occupation. Aug 14 
atli. 33, Carey st, coln’s inn 

Aug 15 at 12. 33, Carey st, 


Hart, John, Lock’s Fields, Surrey, Cab Proprietor. 
Lincoln’s inn 


Heath, William Henry, Camborne, Cornwall, Glass Dealer. Aug 13at1. Abra- 
ham’s Hotel, Camborne 
Hood, John, Summerhouse, Durham, Innkeeper. Aug 14 at 11. Official Re- 


‘oyland, Barnsley, Yorkshire, Painters. 
Aug 13 "at 10.30. co Hall, Regent st, 
Hunter, Joseph ba, tretford, Retin Draper. a 13 at 11.20. The 
Court House, Encombe pl, Salford 
Hunter, Robert Naisbitt, Oswaldtwistle, Lancashire, Local Board Surveyor. 
Aug 138 at 4. Dewy oe, > St James’ st, Accrington 
Inn cis, Official Re- 


Soe Eas hkes. Cole Se eee. 
ceiver, rs, +e! row, ng! 

xfordshire, Butcher. Aug 22 at 11.30, Official 
Lancashire, Grocer. Aug 14 at3. Official Re- 


Kearsey, Joseph, jun, aa 
Receiver, 126, h 
illiam 
McEnaney, Owen. Newcastle on . Bookseller. Aug 14 at 12. Official Receiver, 
County onan ee rd, Newcastle on 


Monks, AI Tin Plate Worker. Aug 18 at11. Official Receiver, 
Whitehall rs, Colmore row, 

Peach, Henry, Digby, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Aug 14 at 11. Official Receiver, 48, 
High st, Boston 


Pearson, Willem, Southsea, Hampshire, Miller. Aug 14 at 1.30. Official Receiver, 





166, 
Rimes, Ri Hucknall, Bradford, Yorkshire, Boot Maker. Aug 12 at 3.30, 
Official Receiver, Ivegate Bradford 
— eng cae Isle of Wight, Printer. Aug 13 at 12.30. Chamber of 
mmerce, le 
Scott, Samuel Lackland, Old ran Lancashire, Draper. Aug 14 at 2. Official Re- 
ver, Lisbon ictoria st, Liverpool 


Lancashire Ale Merchant, Aug 18 at 11.15. Court 





house, Encombe pl, Salford’ 
Bizoeus, Gearme Rresertce, Cuaiat, Bootmaker. Aug 15 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 
2, 
Smith, Frencis, ouport, Tate of Wight, Bird Stuffer. Aug 14 at 4. Official Re- 
Solomon, De 4 ft aatken Town, Tailor. Aug 14 at 1.30. 33, Carey st, 


ee iy mee piensa rd, West Brompton, Builder. Aug 14 at 12. 

coln’s 

Van Straten, P. C., jun, Crutched_Friars, arene Merchant. Aug 15 at 1.30. 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s 

Wallis. Ssdward: New og, Lincoln's im, Barrister at Law. Aug 18 at 


‘ ortugel st, Lincokn’s in 
ee F puniberand, Grocer. Aug 14at2 Official Re- 





yA aoe yO 
W at 2. 
8. Official Receiver, Bank chi a 


THE SOLICIT ORS’ JOURNAL. 


Aug. 9, 1884. 








Luton, , Cabinet Maker. 


Wi Bedfordshire 
ae bie 28, Park st West, Luton 


ADJUDICATIONS. “ 
Bain, Alexander, Fotelyters, Glamorganshire, Colliery Proprietor. Neath. Pet 
July-10. Ord J 


is, Bevan, Alfred, O) ay. Worcestershire, Grocer. Oldbury. Pet July 16. Ord 


Ord A: 
Bova. bind Barnsley, Worcester, Sculptor. Worcester. Pet July 17. Ord 
ly 3 


oo re Cobden, Brighton, out of business. Brighton, Pet July 4. Ord 


Sanwa, John Bailey, As sa Durham, Grease Manufacturer. Sunderland. 
Pet June9. Ord July 31 
* Dann, William John, Leeds, Publican. Leeds. Pet Augi. Ord Aug 2 
Te Frank, Carlisle, Woollen Merchant. Carlisle. Pet June 27. Ord 
Carmarthen. Pet 


Aug 2 
Evans, Tavid, ey Carmarthenshire, Labourer. 
July 14. Exam A ug 2 


Aug 13 at 3. Official 


Feather, Sores and J. oon William Sutcliffe, Ossett, Yorkshire, Rag and — 
Merchants 


tf 
paeehine, Mau, anne | Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 


s. Dewsb Pet July 30. Ord A 
Fieldus, George, Hove, ber Merchant. B: 
ves, George, and aoc Greaves, Sree, 
Dewsbury. Pet July 15. Ord July 
Hood, John, Summerhouse, Durham, “Tnnkeoper 
dlesbo rough. Pet July 31. Ord July 
—— Francis, Aston juxta piudighe, Grocer. 
Ord Aug2 


~ Pet July 15. Ord Aug 


Birmingham. Pet July 


Sones, Te Lent Lientrothen, Merionethshire, Licensed Victualler. Bangor. Pet | 
Durham. Pet July 14. | 


—t. a J ouar ola Shildon, Durham, Innkeeper. 
Aug 2 
wrie, James Douglas, Heaton, nr Bradford, Yarn Merchant. 
June 30. Ord July 31 
illiam, Cwmbwria, nr Swansea, Joiner. 


Aug’ 
eed uly —— Edward, Oldham, Lancashire, Grocer. 
eeeen”, George, and James Newman, Evenlode, Worcestershire, Builders. 
Cheltenham et July 28. Ord Angi 
ae = ¥ pmo] Glendower, Broadstairs, no occupation. Canterbury. Pet March 21. 
Bolton. 


Partington, Samuel, Heywood, Lancashire, Waste Dealer. 
Ord 1 
is oy Teun, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturer. Leicester. Pet June 20. Ord 
2 
illiam, Princess ye ry ter, Regent’s Park, Cab Proprietor. 
High Court. Pet Junei7. Ord J 
—— Emily Jane, Sutton Coldfield, yo of business. Birmingham. Pet June 
Ord Aug 2 
Sandwell, Thomas, Rivington st, Curtain rd, Cabinet Maker. High Court. Pet 
July 14. Ord Au 
—s Samuel Lackland, Old Swan, Lancashire, Draper. Liverpool. Pet July 
Ord Aug 1 
Kitved pompeord, Essex, Mahogany Merchant. High Court. Pet July 
= Ord July 3 


Stocker, David, ' Satin rd, Wandsworth, Barge Builder. Wandsworth. Pet 
June is. Ord July 30 


Bradford. Pet 


Oldham. Pet July 31. 


30 
mr Mirfield, Yorkshire, Engine Tenter. Dewsbury. Pet July 19. | 
| Wootton, Camere, and Harry Joaagh Wootton, Walsall, Staffordshire , Grocers, 


Swift, John Thomas, Barrowden, Rutlandshire, Fellmonger. Soheetec ail Pe 
June 16, Ord July 30 

Tasheties. cue Nicholas, St Leonards on Sea, Builder. Hastings. Pet June 

1 


Wallis, Charles Woodward, New Pas Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at Law. High 
Court. Pet May 22. Ord July 31 

Wharton, William, ene sepa Yorkshire, Earthenware Dealer. Dewsbury, 
Pet Aug 1. Ord Aug 2 


Walsall. Pet July 26, Ord Aug 





The Subscription to the Soxicrrors’ Journat is—Town, 268. ; Country, 
28s. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 528. Payment in advance include 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Voluma 
bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 





Stockton on Tees and Mid- | 


| THE EFFECT OF INDORSEMENT OF A 
Swansea. Pet July16. Ord | 


Pet July 22. ; 





| dll letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 


authenticated by the name of the writer. 


in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 


CONTENTS, 


In re Lytton’s Settled Estates ... 
INVESTMENT OF TRUST Rcapsingel ON 

MORTGAGE ccccce ce cee- scenes 
SOcrETIES 





CURRENT TOPICS srecee 717 | 
But oF LADING 
CORRESPONDENCE .....-.-0--e0. ses 730 | 
NEW PRACTICE CASES :— { 
Johnston v. Johnston > ad 
in be one ieee . 
BANnERvptoy C. PE aaF: ioe 7” 


721 | 

721 | 

Price, } tee 722 
Clement v. 7 


LEGAL APPOINTMENTS .. . 
NEW Oppans, BS ccoseves arenas 


AIMS 
LONDON GAZETTES, &C., &0. vbooeailll 





Janded Aléeati 


Notices TO CORRESPONDENTS.— Ali communications i for 
in the SOLICITORS’ JoURNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of 
the writer. 

The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communi« 
ations. 

*,* The Puitioher on uests that early application should be made by persom 
desirous of obtat 3s of the SoLicrTrors’ Jouana., as only a small 
number of copies ain on hand. 














SCH WEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guarantéed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality , 


EDE AND SON, 


HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT, 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 


with the excess of fat extracted. 
The digest pee it “* the most nutritious, per- 
fectly beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
wo vem for Invalids and Children. 
commended by the entire Medical Press. 
r, spice, or other admixture, it suits 


ehily comm 
BR pes Basy keeps for years in all climates, and is fuur , 


imes the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 


Aade instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatins 4 La Vanitxz is the most delicate, digestible, 

cheapest Manilla Chocolaiec, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate i is “oe 
In tins at Is, 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c 
"Grocers. 
Charities on Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. Scuwzitzsr&Co.,10 Adam-st., Strand, Tondon, Ww. 
ANTLD, £3.000 at 4 per cent. on 
onion: lendid Security of Freehold Land. Princi- 
or Solicitors only to G. Farney Brown, 
Agent, 146, Queen-street, Portsea. 
YUGOKNE COLLEGE, near WLNSL OW, 
BUCKS.—For 100 Sons of Clergy, Army and 
Navy, Medical Men, &c. Thirty per annum, 





more or less according to age, with small definite | 


entrance fee of five eas, Terms 


extras, and an 
considerably reduced to brothers an ay Good | 


diet, very little sickness, and unex- 
i ble parental reference. —Address, Rev. Dr. 


(\AVENDISE COLLEGE, CAMBRIUGE, 


Four y abe of £90 each, tenable for 3 years, 
Ren’, gue FAS ae) othworkers’ Company, one by His | 


ae p BA G. 
P., and b 
wis , 8q., one by E 
be under 17 on A’ 


The wenel of am bet 16 7,8 
SY ay Being ‘ween and 1 


ve Galege Foy eta Vacation), ene Nos, iuding all 


expenses of Tuition and University Fees, 


a or infor mation a to 





» by Chemists and | 


uel | 
‘pF Foster, Esq., | 
tion on August 6, 7, and &, | 

ugust 6. 


ROBE PSS : MAKERS, 

BY SPECIAL TM 

To Her ieee the Lord Chancellor, a Rago of the 
al Bench Corporation of London &c, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
Law Wigs a Gowns for Pagemmnhows Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON 


ie you want Money without Fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before a) rine, cee tong see Mr. 
HILTON, personally if possi +t Tower-street. 


BOCES. —To Executors, Solicitors, and 
Others HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136 
| Strand, W.C., Second-hand Booksellers, are 

to PU. HARE LIBRARIES. 








Removal without trouble or expense to vendors. 


(Established 1816.) 
prvsniee our HOUSES or APART- 
THROU grrr on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
original, best, and most liberal, 
ded A.D. 1868. 


Foun 
Cash prices. No extra Gaialogues, with for time given. 
Illustrated priced ‘ate fall rer fioctare of 
F. MOEDER, 249, rE oy Tottenham-court- 
| ana e and 19, 20, 21, Morwell-street, W. Estab- 








| > SOLICITORS and Others. — 
Chambers 


y Aten tg on 





Capital £2,000,000, fully subscribed by more than 9” 
shareholders. £100,000 paid up. 

‘he Company’s loans are limited to first-class free- 
hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to 
the uncalled capital. 

HomME DIRECTORS. 
5 Sir Wu11amM T. POWs, 
Sq. 
FALCONER LARKWORTHY, THOS. "RUSSELL, Esq, 
sq 
ArTHuR M. Mrircuisow, | Sir ee of Star 
Esq. FORD, K.C. M.G 
Chairman of Colonial B 
The Hon. *~. FREDK. Wurraxer, KC.M.G., M.LC, 
te Premier of New Zealand. 

The WE... are issuing Terminable Debentures 
bearing interest at 5 per cent. for seven or ten years, 
44 per gino for ares and 4per cent for three years. 
Interest half-year: Coupons. 

A.M. MITCHISON, Managing Director. 

Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenhall-st., London, ES, 


ed | VL PSS88. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
Pinte, Westen ee sen ee, fee 
ho, rT as Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 


ae attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustee; 
and others ed to this ready means 
foe the Speen oF Property of deceased and other 


the frequency of their 
Messe we Dar Bee Fe to include large ir 
quantities at short notice (if required). 
Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 
Lakpedions for Probate or Transfer. Terms on ap- 
pli to the City Auction Rooms (esta lished 
1798), 88 and 89 , Gracechureh-street, E.C. pe 
Messrs. Johnson & & d ‘beg to notify 
their Auction Sales Wearinee Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and irniture, Carpets, 
, &c., are held on each day of the week 
(Sati Vv excep ied). 


(PIES (2 rooms) to be LET in Lont- 
dale- floor.—Apply to Al—i 
ANDER & y 8, Ohancery-lane. 











Beemer a ater aeaot yes 


ew ee em et ete ot to oy fee CP 


— ee eee 


